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ABSTRACT
A RECONCEPTUALIZATION OF CHILDCARE 
BASED ON COMPARISONS OF THREE 
CHILDCARE ALTERNATIVES
by
Anne Larrimore Oden Law 
University of New Hampshire 
December, 1983
The present study examines three aspects of childcare: the
childcare provider, the parent, and the social environment within 
childcare centers. Providers of family daycare, and directors of group 
daycare and nursery schools were surveyed regarding the services they 
provide. Parents whose children attended the surveyed childcare homes 
and centers were surveyed regarding their experiences with childcare, 
and the influence of childcare on the child and family. Videotapes 
were made in five centers, and then analyzed to determine the frequency 
of certain activities, and the probabilities of various social exchanges 
in each center.
The data were analyzed to describe each childcare alternative, and 
to compare family daycare, publicly-funded daycare, and nursery school. 
Family daycare workers report the longest workdays, and the lowest 
adult to child ratio. Publicly-funded as opposed to private group care 
centers are open more hours, and care for more children for primarily 
childcare as opposed to enrichment. There were many dimensions on 
which these centers did not differ. Users of family daycare, publicly-
funded daycare, and nursery school were found to differ on some demo­
graphic variables, their rating of the importance of some characteris­
tics of childcare, and the effects of the childcare on their child. 
There were many dimensions on which these three groups of parents did 
not differ. Differences in both activities and social exchanges were 
found in comparisons of public versus private centers, and morning 
versus afternoon times.
The many similarities among the childcare providers and users 
suggest that many commonly held assumptions about these childcare 
options may not be true. It is suggested that an appropriate 
reconception of childcare would abandon comparisons based on categori­
cal group membership (i,-£. > daycare versus nursery school), and search 
for relationships between specific, experiences (_i.<s. , exposure to 
particular curricula, care in small versus large group) and the rele­
vant child outcome variables.
xiv
I. INTRODUCTION
The question of how different kinds of care might affect a 
developing child is one that has obvious practical importance. Within 
psychology this question has gained theoretical importance in debates 
over such issues as: disciplinary techniques, the primacy of maternal
care, the attachment between children and parents, and which environ­
mental factors stimulate development. Most recently questions have 
arisen over the potential effects of day care and other related forms 
of alternative childcare, for example, nursery school, playgroups, 
babysitters or family day care. Researchers have addressed themselves 
to the question of whether alternative childcare has harmful, beneficial, 
or no significant effects on the developing child. However much of this 
research has failed to provide substantive answers. Within this intro­
duction is a critical review of the literature on this issue, and a 
description of a program of research that was designed to correct some 
of the flaws in the current literature.
In a recent review of the literature on day care Belsky and 
Steinberg (1978) claim that the most pervasive methodological flaw in 
the research on day care has been the reliance on nonrepresentative 
samples of children and day care centers. Overwhelmingly studies have 
been conducted in university day care centers. Typically these centers 
are designed as laboratory classrooms for students of early childhood 
education. They are well-staffed, and supplied with challenging, 
stimulating toys and activities. Often the children who attend these 
centers have parents who are faculty members or graduate students. In
terms of the program, facilities, children and families, university day 
care centers probably do not represent the general population of child­
care centers (Belsky and Steinberg, 1978).
In addition to the likelihood that university day care centers do 
not represent the general population of day care centers, it is the case 
that most children in some form of alternative care, are not in group 
care. The National Childcare Consumer Study (1975) reports that of 
children six years and younger, 26% are cared for by a babysitter in 
their own home, 16% are cared for in someone else's home, and 11% are 
in nursery school or group day care. The existing literature needs to 
be broadened in two ways. First, by using samples of children that are 
a cross-sectional representation of the larger population of day care 
users. Secondly, by focusing on the types of care that are most typi­
cally used: in-home, and group care other than university based care.
The research described here was designed to be a more representative 
study of childcare in that a sample of publicly-funded group day care 
centers, private nursery school, private day care centers, and licensed 
family day care homes were examined.
The goal of the present study was to provide descriptive, normative 
data on various kinds of childcare in Southern New Hampshire. This 
research used observational techniques in an effort to characterize the 
on-going environment of the different types of care. These observations 
were supplemented by information about the structural factors that have 
been of interest to past researchers. In this way a description of 
different childcare options was developed that does not depend on pre­
conceived notions of "quality of care" that have not been shown to be 
related to factors that are supportive of development. The similarities
and differences among types of childcare have important implications for 
any researcher who uses as subjects either children from different types 
of care, or different care centers. To date, the kinds of analysis 
presented here has not been a part of current research using either 
children or day care centers.
Data was also collected from samples of parents whose children 
attend the different childcare facilities. This provides information 
about family demographics, as well as parental attitudes toward child­
care, and parenting. This will make it possible to test for any system­
atic differences between families choosing each type of care. Thus this 
study is the only one, of which I am aware, to directly compare family 
day care, group day care, and nursery school taking into account inter­
actions between the family and the childcare choice.
In summary, there are four sources of information important to an 
examination of childcare: the childcare worker, the parent(s), the
child, and the childcare setting. The research described in this disser­
tation made use of three of these sources of information in an effort 
to provide both a description of childcare options and comparisons among 
these options. By considering these three sources simultaneously some 
of the problems of the existing literature can be alleviated. The 
failure of previous researchers to use representative samples of child­
care centers was eliminated from this research by sampling from a wide 
range of available options. The failure to consider the reciprocal 
influences between family and childcare choice can be ameliorated 
by postulating several plausible patterns of interaction and collecting 
data that can address these suggestions. The description of childcare 
generated from past research on program evaluation can be enriched by
this study which uses actual observations of childcare environments.
The following sections will describe in detail the past literature 
as it bears on the research that was conducted for this project. The en­
tire project can be seen as three separate studies. However the strength 
of the project lies in the interdependence of the three studies, so in 
the final section of the Introduction I will discuss the issues that re­
late all these sources of data. In each of the following sections I will 
discuss the rationale for using that source of information, a general pro1 
cedural outline, and the questions to be answered by that study.
Differences Among Childcare Services
There are many characteristics of the developing child that could 
be considered important when comparing different childrearing environ­
ments. However the cognitive development of children in different 
childcare settings is perhaps preeminent. The relationship between 
childrearing environment and intellectual development has been regarded 
as critical since the early work of Skeels and Skodak established the 
negative impact of a custodial environment on the IQ of young orphans 
(Skeels, 1966). The ensuing belief that specific environmental 
experiences would affect the course of intellectual development under­
lies many programs of early intervention for young children considered 
at risk for school failure (Consortium for Developmental Continuity,
1978; Kagan, Kearsley, and Zelazo, 1978; Ramey et a l . , in press). In 
establishing regulations for childcare it would certainly be important 
to establish that the experiences provided for children in different 
settings be equally supportive of intellectual development.
Traditionally evaluations of preschool environments, in terms of 
their impact on intellectual development, have made use of standard 
preschool IQ tests. The use of standardized IQ tests when evaluating
an enrichment program (i.e., Head Start) has some pragmatic value 
because these tests do have predictive validity with regard to school 
performance. The goal of an enrichment program is to improve the school 
performance of at-risk children, therefore standardized test scores seem 
to be a reasonable measure of the effectiveness of such a program.
There seems to be an assumption that a standardized test measures more 
than just the effectiveness of a special program, but reflects important 
characteristics of the child, and that an adequate childcare environment 
would support the normal development of these characteristics. There­
fore the use of IQ scores indicates whether or not a childcare environ­
ment is supporting normal intellectual development. In the New York 
City Infant Day Care Study it was reported that the standard test scores 
of three-year-olds in family day care homes were lower than the scores 
of children in a group setting (Golden, et al., 1978). From this it is 
concluded that family day care homes are not adequately supporting the 
intellectual development of children. However, there is reason to 
believe that standardized preschool IQ tests could be biased against 
certain groups of children. The tasks on these tests are similar to 
the activities common to many preschool or day care programs. For 
example, identification of numbers, identification of common objects, 
color discriminations, and vocabulary are all capabilities that are 
likely to be taught in group preschool or day care and are also items 
found on commonly used preschool IQ tests. Thus these evaluation 
procedures could be biased against children in home day care because 
of their relative lack of familiarity with these sorts of tasks and 
experiences. However there is no reason to believe that these measures 
reflect any basic differences in competence between these two groups of
children. The best alternative for evaluating the cognitive development 
of children who have been in different environments would be to use a 
measure of development that is as independent of specific environmental 
experiences as possible. For example, in Piaget's view of cognitive 
development there are important cognitive structures that will develop 
in a wide range of environments therefore an assessment of these sorts 
of structures could provide a measure of cognitive development that 
might not be biased to favor any particular childrearing environment.
The point of the foregoing analysis is that specific experiences 
may underlie achievement, and that common experiences may underlie 
cognitive growth. However, the role of specific experiences Cor even 
the existence of such experiences) has not been explored. While the 
presence (much less the effect of) experiences common to a variety of 
childcare settings has not been established, it seems reasonable to 
propose that there will be differences among, and similarities shared 
by different classes of childcare. An understanding of these differ­
ences and similarities would seem to be a prerequisite for an examina­
tion of characteristics of children which may depend upon these 
differences or similarities.
In order to fully understand the types of care that are available 
to families one part of this dissertation questioned childcare workers 
about the services they provide. Generally, alternative childcare falls 
into two classes: home versus group care. Within each class there are
several types —  home care can be in the child's own home, or in 
someone else's home usually with several other children (family day 
care); group care can be publicly-funded (day care), privately supported 
(nursery school, or full-day care), and rarely where parents provide
financial support, services, and care (cooperative). Within each type 
of care there can be great variations in the number of children cared 
for, the age ranges of the children, the typical activities of the 
center or home, and the daily routine of the center or home. One issue 
that this survey addresses is whether there are consistent similarities 
within childcare types. In other words, can we make reliable discrimi­
nations between childcare types based on the services they provide? The 
answer to this question will help validate or disconfirm the use of 
these category types in evaluating the quality of each type of childcare. 
This becomes important when we examine the attitudes (perhaps prejudices) 
commonly held about each type of care.
Steinberg and Green (1979) in a survey of mothers with young child­
ren in alternative care report that a substantial proportion have a 
negative image of family day care. The most often cited objections to 
this alternative view it as being unprofessional (26%), and lacking 
enrichment for children (15%). Among professionals it seems as though 
this same perception might exist. In statements intended as public 
policy suggestions it has been argued that family day care may only be 
appropriate for infants or toddlers because of the lack of intellectual 
stimulation for preschool-age children (Clarke-Stewart, 1977; 
Bronfenbrenner, 1976). However, none of these policy suggestions 
provides a description of the daily activities in a family day care home, 
so it seems as though these authors as well as the mothers surveyed by 
Steinberg and Green argue from their conception of what family day care 
probably provides.
Comparisons of nursery school and day care show a similar negative 
evaluation of group day care. The oft-cited image of group day care
portrays it as overcrowded, under-staffed, and poorly equipped. The 
contrasting image of nursery school shows it as a well-organized source 
of social and intellectual enrichment for preschoolers. Again these 
images are not based on actual comparisons of the services provided by 
nursery schools as opposed to day care centers, because the appropriate 
comparisons have not been made. The issue that is of real concern, 
to both parents and researchers, is the quality of the experience 
received by children in either setting.
The concept of quality of care is quite ephemeral - everyone talks
about it and recognizes its obvious importance, but no one can get close
enough to identify its stable characteristics. Researchers responsible
for an extensive evaluation study sponsored by the Federal Government
have acknowledged that criteria used to assess quality have been based
more on intuition than on knowledge of what characteristics define high
quality care (Golden, et al., 1978; National Day Care Study, 1979).
Ricciutti (1976) has summarized the problem this way:
In the absence of reliable procedures for objectively 
specifying and evaluating 'quality of care' in the 
broad sense...agencies have been developing standards 
in regard to a variety of specific day care environ­
ments and programs with the intent of minimizing the 
possible harmful effects on children, while at the 
same time enhancing the likelihood of developmentally 
facilitative effects. (p. 46)
One way to confirm or disconfirm the present negative evaluations of
family day care and publicly-funded group day care would be to apply the
existing criteria of high quality to a sample of these facilities. This
would at least indicate whether or not these options are likely to meet
minimally acceptable standards. The present survey of childcare workers
is designed to do this. The indicators of quality care that have been
typically used are largely characteristics that are easy to measure or
to enforce as regulations. The characteristics most often referred to, 
and the ones that were included in this study are: the staff to child
ratio, the hours the center is open, the rate of staff turnover, the 
degree of parental involvement in the center, the training of staff, 
and plans for age-appropriate activities.(Clarke-Stewart, 1977; Cummings, 
1980; Golden, et al., 1978; National Day Care Study, 1979; Ricciutti, 
1976). However one important goal of this project was to go beyond this 
"guesswork" approach to quality of care. There are two ways this was 
approached. The first is through the survey of caretakers. Questions 
were included to provide more descriptive information about childcare 
options than is currently available. These questions concern the atti­
tudes and goals of the childcare worker, the structure of the daily 
routine, and for group centers, the organizational structure of the 
center. The second addition to the concept of quality is to embed the 
study of services within a project that will also collect data from 
parents who use the facilities, and from observations made at the 
centers.
The Role of Parents 
There are many reasons why a parent might choose a particular type 
of childcare. Steinberg and Green (1979) report that in a sample of 
middle-class mothers whose children attend different types of childcare 
facilities the following reasons were reported for center care versus 
family day care. Center care was chosen for convenience (58%), offer­
ing a planned program (58%), the physical environment (50%), and/or cost 
(25%). Family day care was chosen because of the appeal of the day care 
mother (53%), its homelike atmosphere (47%), and/or convenience (33%). 
Financial considerations (33%) and opportunities for mothers outside the
10
home (60%) were offered as reasons for the decision to use alternative 
care. All of the above reasons suggest that the decision to use care 
outside the home, and the selection of a particular facility are moti­
vated by a variety of concerns; for the child, for the family, for the 
parent. In this part of the research a questionnaire was distributed 
to parents using each type of care. This questionnaire explores 
parents' motivations for using alternative care, their reasons for their 
choice, and changes that have occurred within the family that are related 
to childcare. The data are used to test for systematic differences 
among users of different types of care.
One set of factors that may discriminate among users of different 
types of care is socioeconomic status. This is largely because of the 
differences in cost between types of care —  generally family day care 
is less expensive than group care. A parent who needs full-time care 
is less likely to choose nursery school (if economic factors are criti­
cal) because nursery schools typically provide half-day care. A combi­
nation of nursery school and babysitter could be prohibitively expensive. 
The most cost effective choices for full-time care are family day care, 
and publicly-funded group care. The impact of economic factors is not 
examined in the Steinberg and Green survey which questioned only middle 
class mothers. A  middle-class family with relatively greater resources 
than a poor family or a single-parent family can afford the priority of 
providing an enrichment experience for their child. Because the present 
sample comes from a range of childcare types, and a range of communities, 
the effect of socioeconomic status could be examined.
Other factors which may be related to the choice of a particular 
type of care are the characteristics that a parent would identify as
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important in childcare. One would expect that a parent who rates a 
homelike environment as an important consideration would choose family 
day care, whereas a parent who rates enrichment as important would 
choose nursery school. Parents were asked to evaluate several character­
istics of childcare with regard to their importance in making a childcare 
choice. This made it possible to form a profile of the relative impor­
tance of these characteristics for users of each type of childcare.
Parental involvement with the alternative childcare they choose has 
been argued to be important in the success of the program and the satis­
faction the parent feels with the program. In several guides published 
for parents who are selecting childcare it is advised that parents 
establish regular contact with the childcare provider, and become 
involved in the childcare center or home (A Parent's Guide to Day Care, 
1980; Galinsky and Hooks, 1977; Mitchell, 1979; Swenson, 1972). In the 
publication provided by the Federal Government a list of ten options for 
parental involvement is offered (A  Parent's Guide to Day Care, 1980). 
Mitchell (1979) characterizes the parent-childcare relationship in this 
way:
The parent cannot afford to assume that a program that 
looks good on the surface will be of lasting benefit to 
the child - and the best way to fully comprehend the 
value of a program is to become involved. This is con­
sidered so essential to the well-being of the child that 
it is a requirement when federal funds are used to support 
the center...The parent who invests something of himself, 
over and above the financial considerations, will receive 
rich returns from that investment. (p. 162-163)
One reason why parental involvement might be imporant to the 
success of the childcare choice is that increased involvement might 
bring about shared attitudes and goals between childcare worker and 
parent. This shared understanding could increase the overall
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satisfaction of both parties, and also increase the consistency of the 
child's environment. Both parents and childcare workers were asked 
questions about their, goals in childrearing. In addition, parents 
rated several aspects of childcare, in terms of their relative impor­
tance, and childcare workers indicated the goals and activities in their 
center or home. This data was used to examine the correspondence between 
childcare worker and parent in their goals and priorities.
One concern of parents that is often expressed in public discussions 
about day care are changes that might occur in the child, or in the 
parent-child relationship as a result of childcare. In this study 
parents were asked to estimate the effects of the childcare on several 
aspects of the parent-child relationship, and on the child alone. While 
these answers do not directly address the question of the effects of 
childcare, the parents' perceptions of changes are an important reflec­
tion of their perception of the childcare choice, and the influence of 
that choice on their relationship with their child. The changes 
reported by parents might be suggestive of characteristics to look for 
in further studies of children in different childcare settings.
In conclusion there were two goals of the parental survey. The 
first was to describe the characteristics of the users of each type of 
care, and the second was to see whether or not users of each type of 
care can be reliably discriminated from one another.
Description of the Childcare Environment 
Federal and State regulations for childcare are necessary to 
protect the health and well-being of children, and the examination of 
variations in these regulations by researchers can help ground future 
regulations in empirically based predictions of the effectiveness of
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such regulations. However, quantitative characteristics are not neces­
sarily translated into qualitative differences in the caregiving envi­
ronment. For example, a favorable staff to child ratio does not 
guarantee more adult-child interaction; perhaps it encourages adults 
to interact with other adults by providing more adult company. Nor 
does it guarantee effective, stimulating interactions; perhaps more 
adult-child interactions occur over routine childcare functions. 
Certainly there are important variations in the day to day routine, 
patterns of interaction, and types of activities typical of a given 
center. This study addresses the issue of whether or not there are 
patterns of interaction and activities typical of a class of childcare, 
using naturalistic observations of activities occurring within members 
of each class of childcare.
Some classes of activities would seem to be highly dependent upon 
the type of childcare, whereas others would seem less dependent upon a 
particular type of environment. Both centers and homes are likely to 
have many similar toys: blocks, dolls, trucks and cars, and arts and
crafts materials. However, the presence of child-designed space in 
group centers would allow for activities not common in family day care 
homes. Howes (1978) reports fewer portable toys and more nonportable 
toys in group versus home centers. One would also expect large-muscle 
activity (running, jumping, sliding, etc.) in centers where there are 
larger amounts of space. In general, the types of activities common 
in group and family day care would vary because of, the different con­
straints of the physical environment, and because of the (presumed) 
greater level of organized activity in group centers.
The other environmental characteristics that are important here
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are the nature and frequency of interactions. Interactions between 
children, between adults, and between children and adults, comprise 
all possible pairings of subjects. Social interactions have been pro­
posed to underlie the development of social competence and intellectual 
competence (Carew, 1980; Ramey, Sparling, and Wasik, in press; White 
and Watts, 1973). Researchers have tried to specify what kinds of 
interactions might be most facilitative of development in different 
areas.
In a study of 12-month-old infants Stevenson and Lamb (1979) 
report that infant sociability, as measured by responsiveness to initia­
tions, was a strong predictor of cognitive performance, in contrast to 
measures of home environment which did not predict cognitive perfor­
mance. The opportunities for different sorts of social interactions 
across childcare types may therefore relate to differences in cogni­
tive development. In family day care there may be an increased likeli­
hood for social exchanges across a wider range of ages, and because of 
its relatively unstructured environment there may be more play-type 
interactions in family versus group care.
Other types of interactions have been argued to be important for 
cognitive development. In an observational study of home-care and day 
care children Carew (1980) traces the occurrence of what she calls 
"intellectually valuable" experiences and relates these to cognitive 
performance. These intellectually valuable experiences are defined 
around the child's active construction of an intellectual experience 
whether alone or in the presence of someone else. She found that
J
intellectual activities occurring with someone else present, especially 
those where an adult adopts a teacher role, most strongly predict IQ at
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age three. This is suggestive of another aspect of interaction that is 
noteworthy for this study, the role of the individuals involved in the 
interaction.
A study by Feldbaum, et al. (1980) examined the behaviors, inter­
actions, and activities of newcomers and "host" classmates in a pre­
school environment, using time-sampling methodology. They report dif­
ferences between newcomers and host children in both activities and fre­
quency of interaction with other children. They also report sex differ­
ences in assimilation to the new environment such that girls develop 
task-oriented behaviors earlier, and social interactions later than 
boys. Thus we see that the relative familiarity of the child with the 
environment, and the sex of the participant may affect interactions 
between peers.
A study of the development of social exchanges in several day care 
centers shows the important role of adult-child interactions in promot­
ing the development of social competence (Holmberg, 1980). At the 
youngest ages elaborate exchanges were maintained by the adult partner, 
whereas older pairs of children were able to maintain an elaborate 
exchange on their own. In other words the initiations of children 
became more similar to the initiations of adults from the period 12 to 
42 months, and Holmberg argues that adult-child exchanges play a role 
in this development.
Examining the content of exchanges between children 4% years old 
Leiter (1977) shows that social reinforcement (friendly initiations or 
agreeing with another child) is supportive of reciprocal interaction.
The observations for each of these three studies were made during free 
play episodes, however there may be differences in social exchange
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that are dependent upon the activity of the participants.
In research reported by Rubin, et al. (1978) comparing preschool- 
age and kindergarten children, differences were observed in the frequen­
cy of time spent in different kinds of play. Preschool children showed 
more functional and less dramatic play than kindergarten children; 
preschoolers also showed more onlooker behavior. As different types of 
play would be presumed to vary in the nature of the social exchanges 
occurring during the episode, it would be predicted that differences in 
amount of time spent in different activities would yield differences in 
particular interactions. In an unusual study, that has some direct 
bearing on the current research, a comparison was made of two nursery 
schools, one with a formal pre-school curriculum, and the other with a 
discovery-based curriculum (Johnson, et al., 1980). Several differences 
between the two centers in the type of observed play activity were 
reported. Within the formal program more constructive play, and more 
sophisticated symbolic play were observed. In the discovery-based pro­
gram more functional play and more unoccupied and onlooker time were 
observed. Thus differences in curriculum are predictive of differences 
in the nature of play behavior. Not considered by this study, but 
equally important would be differences in frequency of activities that 
vary with curriculum (or type of care).
All of these studies suggest that there are many parameters which 
will affect the frequency and nature of social exchanges. The para­
meters which are available for examination by this study are: the
role of the participant (i.e., child or adult), the type of center, 
and the activities co-occurring with the interaction. However, it is 
important to emphasize that the goal here is not to delineate the
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factors governing social interactions, which would require an analysis 
of individual differences (i.e., observations of target children).
Rather, the goal is to use social interaction as a "dependent" variable 
comparing childcare types. Thus the data collected are on an aggregate 
level, and describe patterns of interactions between adults and child­
ren. The purpose is to capture as closely as possible the nature of 
the on-going social environment in a sample of childcare settings.
Summary
The design of this project is based upon the argument that there 
are several critical flaws in the past research on childcare. One of 
the most important has been the failure to adequately discriminate 
between types of care, and to study modal examples of childcare. The 
caretaker questionnaire outlined in this introduction will show whether 
or not there are differences between three types of care. On some dimen­
sions it is clear that differences will emerge, the number and age 
ranges of children cared for will discriminate between group and family 
care. It is not at all clear that there will be differences in the 
regulatable characteristics of childcare.
Another problem with past research has been the overwhelming 
tendency to use samples either from middle-class or highly impoverished 
environments. In the present study a cross-section of homes and centers 
will be studied; this way differences related to socioeconomic status 
can be examined.
Past research that has examined childcare has, with few exceptions, 
restricted its description of childcare to the characteristics that are 
regulated by licensing agencies. There are other characteristics of a 
childcare environment that are potentially important. For this study
observations will be used to look at the nature and frequency of social 
interactions and activities typical in each class of childcare. One 
goal of this is to provide a description of what the social environment 
is like within each type of childcare. While there are no clear guide­
lines, derived from past research, from which to make predictions, it is 
expected that there will be differences in terms of the nature and fre­
quency of certain types of activities between classes of childcare. It 
is expected that within group care settings there will be considerable 
amounts of instructing and directing from caretakers, and task-oriented 
activities among the children. There may be differences between public­
ly funded and private care centers, but it would be speculation to pre­
dict what those might be. There are differences in the frequency and 
type of social exchanges that may emerge. For example, types of inter­
action may vary as a function of time of day, or current activity.
It would be expected that family background and parental attitudes 
would influence the choice of childcare. This research will test this 
hypothesis. The parental questionnaire will look at the relative 
importance of childcare characteristics for users of each type of care. 
Other parental attitudes will be examined to see if they discriminate 
between users of each type of care. It is expected that parents who are 
concerned with a home-like environment, the stability of a particular 
caretaker, particular friends of 'their child, and convenience, would 
choose family day care, whereas parents concerned with educational 
enrichment would choose nursery school.
The data gathered in this project can be used to examine several 
specific relationships important in isolating the effects of alternative 
childcare. However, these data will also provide a rich normative
description of each type of childcare. Each childcare option will be 
described in terms of the services it provides, the parents who select 
it, and the daily social atmosphere and activities. It is certainly 
possible that the combination of all these factors will best describe 
an individual center or home and not a class of childcare.
II. METHOD
Subjects were recruited from the following categories: family day
care mothers, directors of group day care centers and nursery schools, 
parents whose children attend one of the three types of care, and group 
childcare centers. Each sample will be described separately.
Family Day Care Providers
Referral lists of licensed family day care providers from the Dover 
and Portsmouth, New Hampshire Welfare departments were obtained. These 
lists contained a total of 110 licensed family day care homes. This 
population of homes provided the basis of the family day care survey.
Of the providers listed, 34 (31%) were still providing home day care, 
and all agreed to respond to the phone survey; 27 (24%) were no longer 
providing home day care, and 49 (44%) were never contacted after at 
least four attempts to reach them by phone. It is assumed that this 
latter group was no longer providing family day care. While every 
attempt was made to obtain the most up-to-date lists of licensed family 
day care homes, the net result was that only 31% of the listed care­
takers were still providing care. It is safe to assume that this 
sample vastly underestimates the number of family day care homes in 
Southeastern New Hampshire. However, there is no compelling reason to 
believe that this is not a representative sample of licensed family day 
care homes. The sample of caretakers no longer in business, who were 
contacted (24%), were asked why they left family day care. Most often 
they left for other employment, either because their own children had
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reached school-age, or because they needed more income. Also commonly 
mentioned were the long working hours, the unreliable pay, and having 
to work alone all day. These lists of reasons, however, matches the 
dissatisfactions that were most often mentioned by active family day 
care mothers. What emerges is a pattern of dissatisfactions that may 
result in high turnover of caretakers.
Group Care Providers
Referral lists of all group care providers from Dover and Portsmouth 
were obtained from the Welfare Departments. These lists include 
publicly-funded day care centers, private day care centers, and nursery 
schools (half-day care). There were 101 centers listed. The director 
of each center was contacted by mail and asked to complete a written 
questionnaire about the center. Follow-up letters with a second request 
and copy of the questionnaire were sent to all nonrespondents approxi­
mately three weeks after the first request. Forty (40%) returned the 
questionnaire, 10 (10%) were no longer in business, and 2 (2%) provided 
only home-based intervention, thus 49 (49%) did not participate in the 
survey. Occasional phone calls were made to the nonrespondents (for 
example, to clarify an address); from this it was concluded that the 
samples of respondents and nonrespondents were comparable. The most 
commonly given reason for nonresponse was lack of time to participate, 
or being overburdened with paperwork. Only 4 centers refused outright 
to participate.
Parents
Fifteen of the respondents to the group care survey were randomly 
chosen and asked to participate further in the study. All agreed.
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(One director later withdrew her participation because of concern that 
parents might object.) Approximately 630 children were enrolled in these 
final 14 centers; the parents of this population of children became 
the focus of the parental study. The mean rate of response, per center, 
was 50%, ranging from 31% to 64%.
All of the family day care providers who participated in the survey 
distributed questionnaires to the parents whose children were in their 
care. Altogether 143 questionnaires were sent to family day care homes, 
and 32 (22%) were returned. Questionnaires were returned from parents 
of 33% of the family day care sample. Thus the sample of parents using 
family day care represent 10 family day care homes.
The total sample of parents was 330. Thirty-two respondents used 
family daycare, and 298 used group care. In all cases except two the 
mother filled out the questionnaire.
Childcare Centers
Six of the responding centers were contacted and asked to partici­
pate in an observational study. All agreed but due to scheduling con- 
fliects only five centers were visited. These centers were chosen to 
be representative of particular classes of childcare. Two provided 
publicly-funded full-day care, two were private nursery schools, and 
the fifth center was a private full-day care center.
Procedures
Family Day Care Providers
Family day care providers were contacted by telephone and asked 
to participate in a telephone survey of home day care workers. At 
least four (usually many more) attempts were made to contact each
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provider, including evening times. The decision was made to use tele­
phone as opposed to mail contact because it was believed that the gene­
rally acknowledged high turnover in family day care providers would 
reduce the sample available from the referral lists. This was an accu­
rate assessment of the situation as only 31% of the caretakers were 
still active, however all agreed to participate. The protocol for the 
survey can be found in Appendix A. It took about 10-15 minutes to admi­
nister the questionnaire. At the end of the conversation the caretaker 
was asked if she would be willing to distribute questionnaires to the 
parents of the children she cared for, and all agreed to this request.
Group Care Questionnaire
A questionnaire designed by the author was distributed by mail to 
the group care sample. Approximately four weeks after the initial 
request was mailed a follow-up letter with another copy of the quesion- 
naire was sent to those who had not responded to the first request. In 
addition phone calls were made to centers where there was some ambiguity 
about either address or to whom to direct the letter. The questionnaire 
and letters can be found in Appendix B.
Parental Questionnaire
A questionnaire designed by the author was sent to the sample of 
parents described earlier. For the group care sample the questionnaire 
was distributed at the center and returned to the center. The directors 
of the centers had been provided with large, postage-paid envelopes, and 
they then returned the questionnaires to the researcher. For the family 
day care users each questionnaire was accompanied by a postage-paid 
envelope, so that each parent was responsible for returning the
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questionnaire to the author. This difference in procedure was chosen 
primarily because of economic constraints. The questionnaire and 
accompanying letters can be found in Appendix C.
Observational Study
Each of the chosen centers was visited by the author at least once 
(some twice) before the videotaping. During the preliminary visit the 
author sat unobtrusively and watched the activities in the center. This 
familiarized the children with the presence of an observer. During this 
visit a schedule was obtained from the director of the planned activi­
ties during the period when the videotape was to be made. Tapes were 
made between 1pm and 4pm at 3 centers, and between 9am and 12pm at 2 
centers. These schedules are in Appendix D. Using this schedule a time- 
sampling plan was created for each videotaping session. The three hour 
time period was divided into six half-hour blocks. Within each block 
a five minute segment for videotaping was randomly chosen. If in exam­
ining the schedule, it was found that two five minute episodes were 
contiguous, then one of the five minute periods was rescheduled. In 
all cases the overall schedule of the center was used to ensure that 
the resulting 30 minute tape accurately represented the scheduled 
activities in the center.
During each taping session the researcher used the same routine.
A seat was chosen, preferably in a corner, where all or nearly all of 
the activities in that room could be seen. Immediately before and after 
each five minute filming episode background information about that seg­
ment was recorded. Appendix D contains the data sheet used to record 
this information. Only rarely was the researcher approached or spoken 
to by a child. On those occasions a brief response was offered. While
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the children were aware that they were being photographed there were 
only a few instances .of behaviors directed toward the camera. At the 
conclusion of the visit the children viewed the film that had been 
made, using a playback feature of the camera.
Instruments
Family Day Care Survey
One of the major considerations in the design of the interview 
protocol for the family day care workers was to insure that the ques­
tions were neither intrusive or evaluative. It was believed that there 
would be concern on the part of the caretakers that either parents or 
the Welfare Department might be informed of their responses. Indeed 
this concern was expressed by some workers, thus the decision to "soft- 
pedal" the questions seems justified.
There were two major goals of this questionnaire (Appendix A). One 
was to obtain information about regulatable characteristics of childcare. 
Questions 3 through 8 reflect this goal. ‘The second goal was to obtain 
descriptive information, from the point of view of the caretaker, about 
the daily routine in the home. Questions 9 through 15 address this goal.
Group Care Questionnaire
The same considerations and goals were important in the design of 
the group care questionnaire (Appendix B). To obtain information about 
the regulatable characteristics of childcare questions 3-16, 19, and 
20 were included. These questions address aspects such as: the number
of children enrolled, the past experience and training of the staff, the 
hours the center is open, the staff to child ratio, staff turnover, and 
provisions for age-appropriate activities. To obtain descriptive
information about dimensions that reveal the structure and routine of 
the center, questions 17, 18, and 21-25 were written. These questions 
concern the daily routine, the administration and organization of the 
center, the goals of the caretaker, and the satisfactions and dissatis-- 
factions of these caretakers.
Parental Questionnaire
There were several goals that were important in the design of the 
parental questionnaire (Appendix C). Of primary importance were the 
goals of ensuring that the questions be easy to understand, concrete, 
and not too time consuming to complete. An effort was made to keep the 
questionnaire free from questions that might be perceived as intrusive. 
An example of this was the decision to assess socioeconomic status using 
education and occupation as opposed to family income.
There were several aspects of interest to this questionnaire.
Family demographics are assessed by questions 1 through 8. Descriptive 
information about the current and past use of childcare is obtained 
from questions 9 through 23. Question 24 (items "a" to "1") was 
included in order to assess the relative importance of various aspects 
of a childcare arrangement to this family. Question 25 ("a" to "i") 
requires the parent to estimate how frequently they share certain acti­
vities with their child. Question 26 ("a" to "1") addresses the issue 
of aspects of the parent-child relationship that might change as a 
result of the childcare experience. Question 27 ("a" to "j") asks the 
parent to assess the importance of certain childrearing goals. Finally 
there was an open-ended opportunity for the parents to express their 
satisfactions and/or dissatisfactions with childcare.
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definitions of each observational category that was used. Once the 
observational coding had been finalized, measures were made of the 
intra-rater reliability for the use of this coding scheme. The experi­
menter coded each episode on the pilot tape twice, at an interval of a 
few days. The mean reliability across episodes was: activity codes*
.87, child- child interactions*.85, child- adult interactions*.84, and 
adult - child interactions*.95.
Ill. RESULTS
Overview
There were three studies carried out for this project: the survey
of caretakers, the survey of parents, and the observational study of 
childcare centers. The results of each of these studies will be des­
cribed in the following three sections. The goal of the research was 
twofold: to describe childcare options, and to make comparisons among
these options. Therefore the data analysis was carried out trying to 
meet these objectives. The reader will find perhaps an overabundance 
of statistical procedures described in this chapter, because of the 
exploratory nature of the project. The purpose is not to place equal 
emphasis on each finding that is described, but to examine trends and 
patterns that can illuminate the relationship between childcare and 
families. The discussion will bear the burden of clarifying the 
importance of these results.
Family Day Care
The descriptive data from the family day care survey provides a 
picture of this sample of family day care homes. The mean length of 
time these caretakers have been licensed is 6.1 years. Figure 1 is a 
histogram of this data. This histogram is important for understanding 
the distribution of these responses. Given this skewed distribution 
the median is a much better indicator of central tendency (median=2.67 
yrs.). Approximately half of the caretakers have been licensed 3 years 
or less, and one-third have been licensed 2 years or less. This points 
to the high turnover on active family day care homes that was discussed
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earlier. It seems that there is a stable population of family day care 
caretakers who do work year to year, but this is a minority. One third
of this sample had been licensed more than five years. Given the high
turnover, coupled with the infrequent updates of referral lists (they 
were about 6-9 months out-of-date), it could be difficult for a parent 
to find a licensed family day care home, much less one that might be
available for an extended period of time.
Responses to questions 5, 6, and 6a ask for the number of children
present that day (X=4.36), the average number of children attending on
a regular basis (X=4.89), and the number of regularly attending child­
ren per day (X=4.81). These three indicators of the number of child­
ren cared for all show that the average number of children in one home
is about five. (The mean of 4.36 for question 5 is lower than the 
other two estimates because there were three homes in which there were 
no children present at the time they were contacted.) Thirteen of the 
caretakers (42%) report that they accept children on a drop-in basis. 
The mean number of children per week who "drop-in" is 2.30; the range 
is 1 to 12. Eliminating the extreme value of 12, the mean number of 
drop-ins is 1.89. So while these caretakers do provide an occasional 
babysitting service, for the most part there is a stable day-to-day 
group of children in the home.
The children in these family day care homes range in age from 3
months to 10 years. The average age is 3.33 years. The age range and 
variability within homes does vary from home to home. One extreme is 
a home where three children under age two are cared for, while the 
other extreme is a home with two three-year olds, and 10 school-age 
children who arrive after 3pm. Only 19% of the caretakers cared for
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children over 6. So the "typical" home has about 4 or 5 preschool-age 
children. Appendix A  contains a table of the ages of the children in 
each home.
The family day care mothers report that 91% of the children attend 
because both parents work, 7% because they are from a single parent 
family, and for 1% of the children the caretaker was acting as a part- 
time babysitter. In 41.9% of the homes the family day care mother 
cared for a "relative", either her child, grandchild, or foster child.
The family day care worker typically has a long work day. The 
average number of hours they cared for children is 9.72. The morning 
starts between 5:45 and 9am and the day ends between 3:30 and 6pm. 
Several questions were asked about the daily routine and activities of 
these caretakers. Question 11 asks about the frequency with which the 
caretaker does each of six things. Table 1 presents a summary of this 
data. Each caretaker was also asked to describe her daily routine. 
Appendix A contains a summary of each routine as it was described. A 
content analysis of the responses shows the percent of caretakers who 
included each of several activities in their description. Table 2 
contains these results. In addition to the activities identified in 
Table 2 several things were mentioned by all of the caretakers. These 
things are: play with children, prepare lunch, and nap. While the
caretakers were able to describe their daily routine, when asked if 
they planned their day ahead of time only 11.5% reported that they do 
plan out each day.
It seems clear that the long days, the number of children cared 
for, and the activities of childcare result in a demanding job. One 
might ask of these caretakers, given the demands upon them, do they
TABLE 1
FREQUENCY of ACTIVITIES in FAMILY DAY CARE HOMES
Frequently Infrequently Never
Housework 61.5 23.1 15.4
Visits from Friends 38.5 42.3 19.2
Trips or Errands 12.5 50.0 37.5
Special Trips 4.0 48.0 48.0
Play with Children 100.0 — —
Plan Special Activities 52.0 20.0 28.0
TABLE 2
SUMMARY of DAILY ROUTINE in FAMILY DAY CARE HOMES
n %
No Routine 7 22.3
Provide Breakfast 11 45.8
Routine Childcare 4 16.7
Organized Activities .6 25.0
TV il 45.8
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have a personal commitment to their work? The last questions address 
this issue.
Question 12 asks if the caretaker has time to talk with parents
when they drop-off or pick-up their children. The majority of care­
takers report that they do talk every day (76.9%). A small minority 
do not usually talk (11.5%), while the remaining group (11.5%) report 
that in addition to brief reports of the day they either visit, phone,
or have coffee with the parent(s). When asked if they have any child-
rearing goals only 2 answered "no." The remaining subjects named one
or more things that are important to them. Table 3 presents a summary
of their goals. The last question asks about satisfactions or dissatis­
factions. Only one caretaker reports that she has no satisfactions in 
her work, and she added that she planned to leave the business shortly.
A  summary of the satisfying aspects of family day care is provided in 
Table 4. Table 5 lists a summary of the dissatisfactions mentioned by 
these family day care mothers. It is interesting to note that the satis­
factions tend to be general, e.g., they like children, they like the 
work, while the dissatisfactions tend to be more specific, e.g., they 
have a long day, or parents who do not pay on time. Appendix A contains
a table of all the satisfactions and dissatisfactions mentioned by the 
caretakers.
While the evidence just presented is indirect it would seem that 
these caretakers do have a sense of commitment to their work. Despite 
the long days nearly all the caretakers took time to talk to the parents 
about the day. The vast majority of caretakers had some particular 
childrearing goals that were important to them. All except one report 
some satisfactions from their work, and 37% report that they have no
TABLE 3
CHILDREARING GOALS of FAMILY DAY CARE MOTHERS
an %
Discipline 6 24.0
For the child to become independent 3 12.0
For the children to get along 8 32.0
To provide a loving family 8 32.0
For the child to be responsible 3 12.0
For the child to be happy/secure 5 20.0
No answer 2 7.0
^ive FDC mothers were not asked this question. 
Percentages are based on an n of 26.
TABLE 4
SATISFACTIONS of FAMILY DAY CARE MOTHERS
n Z
Likes or loves kids 9 30.0
Watching children develop 4 13.0
Kids love her 9 30.0
Being at home 6 20.0
Enjoy the work 11 37.0
Do not enjoy 1 3,0
TABLE 5
DISSATISFACTIONS of FAMILY DAY CARE MOTHERS
n %
Hard work/long day 5 29.0
Money 5 29.0
Parents 6 35.0
Damage to house 2 12.0




There are three aspects of the group care survey that will be dis­
cussed. The sample of childcare providers will be described so that the 
range of group care services can be examined. In order to discuss dif­
ferences between types of care two types of analyses were carried out. 
Childcare centers were divided into those providing half-day vs. whole- 
day care, and publicly-funded and private centers. The differences 
between half-day and whole-day centers and publicly-funded and private 
centers will be described. The third goal of this survey was to examine 
the characteristics that describe different types of group childcare. 
Discriminant analysis was used for this.
Descriptive Data
Questions 1 to 19 request of the directors some data on the number 
of children in their center, and the staff of the center. The mean, 
standard deviation, and range for these questions are contained in 
Table 6. Several composite variables were computed from these figures. 
The combination of full-time and part-time staff shows a mean of 4.78 
staff per center. The number of children divided by the number of 
staff shows the staff to child ratio (X=l:14.8, range=l:4.2 - 1:40). 
Finally the percent of staff with training was computed (X=81.9%, SD= 
2.5%, range=0 - 100%). Question 20 asks the director to list the types 
of training. The number of directors reporting each of five types of 
training is listed in Table 7. Table 8 contains the average number of 
children in each age-group for the centers that included children in 
that age-group. Noteworthy is the fact that only 4 centers (10%)
TABLE 6
DESCRIPTIVE DATA FROM GROUP CHILDCARE CENTERS
Number of years open 
Number of children enrolled 
Number hours open per day 
Number full-time staff 
Number male staff 
Number part-time staff 
Average length of employment 
for full-time staff 
Average length of employment 
for part-time staff 
Number of hours/week 
parents volunteer 
Number of staff with training
(n=40)
Range
X S.D. low high
10.38 8.44 1 45
33.20 19.97 11 114
5.65 3.42 2 11
2.90 3.14 0 14
.13 .52 0 3
1.88 2.61 0 12
4.19 4.46 0 23
1.96 3.23 0 16
3.00 6.51 0 32
3.77 3.32 0 14
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TABLE 7
STAFF TRAINING at GROUP CHILDCARE CENTERS
(n=40)
Number of Centers responding:
Yes No
Courses in childcare 24 (60.0)a 16 (40.0)
Degree in childcare, education, nursing 28 (70.0) 12 (30.0)
Experience in childcare 17 (42.5) 23 (57.5)
Experience as a parent 4 (10.0) 36 (90.0).
Other 5 (12.5) 35 (87.5)
percentages are given in parentheses
TABLE 8
NUMBER of CHILDREN in EACH AGE CATEGORY
Number of Range
Age Range Centers x a S.D. low high
0-2 4 4 .50 5 .0 2 12
2-3 11 6.73 6 .40 1 22
3-4 26 13.73 8.78 3 48
4-5 35 11.97 9 .8 3 1 56
5-6 31 14.00 9 .0 4 1 40
a_
X based on number of centers accepting 
children in this age range
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accepted children under 2, and only 11 (28%) accepted children between 
2 and 3 years. Only 8% of the number of children in group care are 
under 3 years of age. The directors were asked to estimate the number 
of children who attend for each of four reasons. These numbers were 
converted into percentages, and are contained in Table 9. It should be 
emphasized that these are the caretakers' estimates of the reasons for 
the childrens' attendance.
The foregoing data is of most use in describing the variety of 
childcare centers operating. Centers vary most widely in the number of 
children enrolled. There are centers available that serve children 
ranging from infancy to afterschoo1-care, while some centers serve only 
4 or 5 year olds. In some centers the primary reason, as given by the 
director, for the attendance of 100% of the children is for enrichment, 
while other centers have children who attend for a number of reasons. 
None of the directors reported that all (or even a majority) of child­
ren attend for primarily childcare. On the average there is a high 
percent of staff with some kind of training, however this does range 
from 0 to 100%. (The one center which reported no trained staff was a 
cooperative playgroup, where the parents alternated childcare for a 
group of children.)
In order to understand the organization and administration of 
these centers the responses to questions 21 through 25 can be examined. 
Question 23a"to"n*lists aspects of the structure of a childcare center; 
the responses to these items are in Table 10. Regarding organization, 
the most commonly occurring features are: the presence of a head
teacher (67.5%), teacher plans lessons (82.5%), and a head teacher who 
approves of the planned activities (67.5%). Items "j" to "m" ask about
TABLE 9
GROUP CARETAKERS ESTIMATES of REASON for CHILDREN’S ATTENDANCE
%
Both parents work 15.3





NUMBER of CENTERS REPORTING ADMINISTRATION or ORGANIZATION CHARACTERISTICS
Number of Centers Responding:
Yes No
Full-time Director 8 (20.0) 31 (77.5)
Board of Directors 15 (37.5) 25 (62.5)
One or More Head Teachers 27 (67.5) 13 (32.5)
Parents formally agree to volunteer 6 (15.0) 34 (85.0)
Parents accasionally volunteer 27 (67.5) 13 (32.5)
Teachers pain lessons/activities 33 (82.5 7 (17.5)
Head teacher approves lessons 27 (67.5) 13 (32.5)
Board of Directors approves lessons 3 ( 7.5) 37 (92.5)
Funds are budgeted by:
Board of Directors 5 (12.5)
Director 12 (30.0)
Funding Agency 4 (10.0)
Uses Age Groups 20 (50.0) 20 (50.0)
Uses Ability Groups 26 (65.0) 14 (35.0)
No organized Groups 7 (77.5) 33 (82.5)
No planned Activities 0 40 (100.0)
3
percentages are given in parentheses
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the organization of children within the center. The results of these 
questions show that 17.5% of the centers report using no groups, 50% 
report using either age or_ ability groups, and 32.5% report using both 
age and ability groups.
The questions on childrearing and educational philosophy provide 
some information about the focus of the center. A summary of the 
answers to each of these questions can be found in Tables 11 and 12. 
While there is no real consensus that emerges from these answers there 
are some aspects of caretaker concern that stand out. As part of their 
childrearing philosophy, 35.7% of the directors consider a loving 
environment important, while the second most frequently mentioned 
aspect is discipline (28.6%). Two related educational goals are 
frequently mentioned; development of the whole child (26.5%), and 
providing a variety of experiences (32.4%). Providing attention to the 
individual child is the third goal frequently mentioned (26.5%). 
Appendix G contains the answers for each center to these two questions. 
There was considerable consensus in the summary of daily routine (Table 
13). Nearly all the centers had group activities, and educational 
"lessons". Appendix C has the complete summary of daily schedules for 
each center.
The last question addresses satisfactions and dissatisfactions.
The summaries of these answers are in Tables 14 and 15. More directors 
listed satisfactions vs. dissatisfactions (82.5% vs. 57.5%). There is 
also more variety in the satisfactions mentioned. Based on these 
observations it seems that this sample of childcare providers is dedi­
cated to and satisfied with their work with children. Appendix C 
contains all the satisfactions and dissatisfactions as reported on the
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TABLE 11
SUMMARY of CHARACTERISTICS of CHILDREARING PHILOSOPHY for GROUP CHILDCARE CENTERS





Caretaker should provide discipline 8 28.6a
Children should respect each other/get along together 6 21.4a
Provide a loving environment 10 35.7a
Encourage the development of each individual child 4 14.3a
Encourage the development of the total child 5 17.9a
No Answer 12 30.0b
percent of number of centers who answered the question (n«*28) 
^percent of total number of centers (n*40)
TABLE 12
SUMMARY of CHARACTERISTICS of EDUCATIONAL PHILOSOPHY for GROUP CHILDCARE CENTERS
n Z
Prepare for school 6 17.6a
Focus on the development of the whole child 9 26.5
Focus on each individual child 9 26.5
Provide a variety of experiences 11 32.4
Focus on social/emotional development 4 11.8
Children learn by experience/induction learning 6 17.6
No answer 6 15.0b
£
percent of centers who answered the question (n«34) 
^percent of total number of centers (n»40)
TABLE 13
SUMMARY of DAILY ROUTINE for GROUP CHILDCARE CENTERS
n %
Music, movement or dance 16 40.0
Morning exercises (eg. salute flag, assign tasks) 10 25.0
Group activities/circle 35 87.5
Lesson 32 80.0
Meal (not snack, either breakfast, lunch or both) 14 35.0
TV 2 5.0
TABLE 14
SUMMARY of SATISFACTIONS of GROUP CHILDCARE DIRECTORS
n %
Good staff 3 9.1a
Watching children grow 18 54.5
Helping children develop new skills 7 21.2
Developing a personal relationship with children 6 18.2
Good parents 4 12.1
Always new experience/totally rewarding 5 15.2
Enjoy planning activities 4 12.1
Provide a secure environment 3 9.1
Helping child overcome problem (ie. shy child) 6 18.2
No answer 7 17.5^
percent of number who answered question (n=33) 
^percent of total (n«40)
TABLE 15
SUMMARY of DISSATISFACTIONS of GROUP CHILDCARE DIRECTORS
n %
Parents (ie. disinterested, pushy, lack of support) 8 34.8a
Behavior problems 3 13.0
Money 6 26.1
Routine work 3 13.0
Not being able to help with problems 4 17.4
Lack of community support 3 13.0
No answer 17 42.5b
percent of number who answered question (n*23) 
^percent of total (n°40)
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questionnaire.
Differences Between Types of Childcare
Many of the variables assessed by this questionnaire were structu­
ral characteristics of childcare centers, some of which are (or could 
be) regulated by state licensing agencies. One purpose of this ques­
tionnaire was to see if differences exist between types of care on 
these structural variables. The group care sample was divided into 
groups for two analyses. First, differences between publicly-funded 
and private group care will be examined. Second, differences between 
half-day and whole-day care will be discussed. This second breakdown 
of the sample was chosen because of the composition of the group of 
Private centers. Some provide complete day care while others provide 
only half-day services (i.e., nursery school). Any differences that 
exist between day care and nursery school would be obscured by the 
first analysis.
Multiple t-tests were used to look at the differences betwen 
publicly-funded and private centers. The results of these t-tests can 
be found in Table 16. There are differences on only four of the 
variables measured. The publicly-funded centers are open more hours 
per week than the private centers. These centers also differ in the 
percent of children who attend for various reasons. In the publicly- 
funded centers more children attend because both parents work. In the 
private centers more children attend for enrichment. It is noteworthy 
that the directors of the publicly-funded centers report that over half 
of their children attend for enrichment (only one of the publicly-funded 
centers was a Head Start center).





•FUNDED vs. PRIVATE GROUP CHILDCARE CENTERS
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questionnaire (questions 17, 23"a"-"n"), and these were analyzed using 
chi-square. Because of the small sample size several of the contingency 
tables had more than 20% of the cells with expected frequencies less than 
five. These tables will not be discussed. The organization of the 
center can be examined by looking at the use of age groups and ability 
groups within each center. Two contingency tables looking at public 
and private centers, and the use of age and ability groups can be seen 
in Table 17a and 17b. While public and private centers do not differ 
in the use of age groups, they do differ in the use of ability groups.
Of the public centers 87% report using ability groups, whereas only 59% 
of the private centers use ability groups. A scale of organization was 
created, scoring as follows: no groups=0, either age or ability=l, and
both age and ability=2. This scale correlates positively with the 
number of children in the center (r=.33, p<.05).and the number of staff. 
(r=*.38, p<.05). One plausible explanation is that centers that are 
either larger, or open longer, use more group segregation of children.
The differences between publicly-funded and private centers seem 
to describe primarily childcare (open longer, parents work or single—  
parent families) versus primarily nursery school (shorter day, children 
attend for enrichment). However, there is considerable overlap between 
these two groups of centers. In order to more directly examine the 
differences between nursery school and day care the sample was divided 
into half-day vs. whole-day centers.
Multiple t-tests comparing whole-day vs. half-day care are reported 
in Table 18. These centers differ on five of the dimensions assessed.
The centers providing whole-day care have more children enrolled, have 




CONTINGENCY TABLES COMPARING TYPE of 
GROUP CARE vs. ORGANIZATION OF CENTER 
2 x 2  CONTINGENCY TABLE COMPARING TYPE OF GROUP CARE vs. USE of
AGE-GROUPS3
Age-Group
Type of Care 
Public Private
NO 7 12 19
YES 8 12 20
15 24 39
%  =.0000 p. N.S.
a*X/value based on Yate's correction













% 2 = 3.917 p = .047
b 2





t-tests COMPARING HALF-DAY vs. WHOLE-DAY GROUP CHILDCARE CENTERS
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and a higher staff to child ratio. The percent of children attending 
for each of the three reasons also differs, with more children attend­
ing whole-day care centers because both parents work, and more children 
in half-day care attending for enrichment.
The analysis of whole-day vs. half-day care reveals a few more 
differences than the analysis of publicly-funded vs. private centers. 
The number of children enrolled in the center, the number of staff, 
and the staff to child ratio are different only in whole-day vs. half­
day centers. Overall it must be noted that there are few variables on 
which these centers differed significantly. Thus it can be said that 
whole-day and half-day centers, and public and private centers are 
similar in many ways.
Multivariate Analysis of GDC Questionnaire
In order to see if these structural variables assessed by this 
questionnaire could be used to categorize centers as either publicly- 
funded or private, a discriminant analysis was carried out. A two- 
group discriminant analysis, using eight criterion variables 
correctly classified 75% of the cases. Table 19a contains the classi­
fication results. The discriminant function was statistically signifi­
cant (Wilks Lambda=.644, X^(8)=14.99, p=.059). The discriminant 
function coefficients for each criterion variable are listed in Table 
19b. This evidence shows that using these structural characteristics 
of childcare centers a reliable discrimination can be made between 
public and private centers. The discriminant function coefficients 
show that the number of staff, the number of children, the staff to 




RESULTS of DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS 
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19b. DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION COEFFICIENTS for CRITERION VARIABLES USED 
to PREDICT MEMBERSHIP as PUBLIC or PRIVATE CENTERS
# children 
Both parents work 
Single parent family 
Number of staff 
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Three hundred and thirty parents from 15 group care centers, and 
10 family day care homes were surveyed. Several analyses of their 
responses will be described. Several descriptive characteristics of 
the sample will be outlined. Differences between users of three types 
of care were explored using two procedures, chi square and MANOVA. The 
sample was also separated into users of half-day and whole-day care, 
and MANOVA1s on several sets of dependent variables were carried out. 
The purpose of these analyses was to examine the differences between 
users of different types of care.
Table 20 contains descriptive information about this sample of 
parents. The ranges given for each variable show that there is con­
siderable variability in these measured dimensions of the families.
To see the pattern of childcare use we can look at the results of 
question 18. These results are summarized in Table 21. Over 50% of 
the sample reports having used a babysitter inside or outside the home, 
and nursery school. These variables (demographics, and past use of 
childcare) will be examined in analyses of users of different types of 
care.
Comparisons of Users of the Three Types of Care
The first analyses that will be discussed are those that compare 
family day care, private group care, and publicly-funded day care.
The questions were used as five sets of dependent measures for five 
MANOVAs. The first set is composed of questions on family demographics 
and history of childcare use. The next four groups of dependent mea­
sures are the responses to questions 24, 25, 26, and 27. The remaining 
questions, those that did not assess interval level data, were analyzed
Table 20
Descriptive Data from Parental Questionnaire
Range
Variable X SD low high
Age of child U.3 1.3U .167 7.75
Age of mother 31. U2 U.37 20.00 59-00
Age of father 33-78 5-27 19.00 58.00
Number of children in family 2.09 1.09 1.00 11.00
Hours per day in center/home U.76 3.79 2.00 13.00
Days per week in care 3.76 1.19 1.00 5.00
Hours per day in another care 1.19 2.68 0 2U.00
First age child was taken
care of regularly 2.59 — .08 5.50
Length of time in first care
(months) 12. U7 11.87 1.00 70.00
How many childcare arrangements 2.21 1.37 1.00 7.00
Question #22
What is the main reason your child attends this center or home?
n $
Work or go to school 71 25.3
Single parent 13 U.8
Time away from child 3 1.1
Child need time away 5 1.8
Social benefits 100 35.6
Educational benefits 31 11.0
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aTotal n = 313
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using chi square. These are questions 5-8, 11, 19 and 20.
Table 22 shows the results of the MANOVA, and univariate F's for 
the demographic questions. The results show a significant multivariate 
F, and 7 significant univariate F's. The discriminant function coef­
ficients are reported in Table 23. The relative size of these coeffi­
cients show the variables which contribute most to the overall signi­
ficant multivariate F (Huck, Cormier, and Bounds, 1974). The variables 
that appear to be the most important are: number of hours child
attends per day, number of days per week, and age at first care.
Children spend more time per day in both FDC and public centers, often 
because private centers do not provide full time care. It can be seen 
that some users of private centers do require full-time care for their 
children. Table 24 presents a chi square comparing type of care and 
use of a second type of care. The largest users of a second type of 
care are users of private centers. Neither the univariate F's or the 
discriminant functions show the measures of education or occupation to 
be important in this analysis. However it is not clear that the treat­
ment of the educational or occupational data as interval level is the 
best representation of this data. Therefore these questions were ana­
lyzed using chi square, where the frequencies of occurrence of each cate­
gory of occupation and education would be analyzed. The occupational 
scales were collapsed into three levels; low, medium, and high, and 
for mothers a fourth category "homemaker" was included. The contingency 
tables for Mother's and Father's occupation are Tables 25a and 25b.
Thus using the chi square statistic we see a difference in occupation. 
For the mothers this difference is most likely due to the fact that 
56.9% of the private care center users are homemakers. Whereas for the
TABLE 22
MULTIVARIATE and UNIVARIATE F's, and MEANS for TYPE of CARE with 
CHARACTERISTICS of the FAMILY as DEPENDENT VARIABLES
Multivariate F=6.73a , df(34,296), p=.000
Variables FDC Pri Pub ss ms ------1 ------ P
Child's age 2.68 4.56 3.95 8302.60 4151.3 17.51 .000
Mother's age 31.2 31.3 29.8 84.53 42.26 2.28 ns
Father's age 34.1 33.4 32.4 51.22 25.61 .84 ns
Number of children 1.50 2.28 1.71 16.29 8.14 13.01 .000
Mother's occupation 43.78 49.55 44.96 990.67 495.34 1.54 ns
Father's occupatiog 
Mother's education
45.72 52.16 45.01 1978.98 989.49 2.43 ns
2.94 3.08 2.94 .79 .40 .42 ns
Father's education 2.94 3.18 3.15 .88 .44 .40 ns
Additional education (m) 2.67 2.04 1.38 26.32 13.16 1.46 ns
Additional education (f) 3.00 2.36 2.32 6.85 3.42 .30 ns
Hours per day 7.50 3.12 6.57 565.18 282.59 107.35 .000
Days per week 4.61 3.40 4.01 28.75 14.38 12.24 .000
Hours per day (other care) .88 1.52 .71 23.80 11.90 1.48 ns
Days per week (other care) .22 .91 .37 14.38 7.19 3.70 .02
Age of first care . 66 1.84 1.68 21.24 10.62 5.44 .005
# child care arrangements 1.88 1.94 2.60 15.91 7.92 4.83 .009
Satisfaction rating 4.78 4.52 4.56 1.04 .52 1.38 ns
Si • •




occupation scale = 
professional = 75 
manager = 57 
clerical = 45 
sales = 49 
craft = 31 
operative = 18 
service = 17 
nonfarm labor = 7 
farmer = 14 
farm labor = 9 
homemaker = 50 
student = 25
(from Mueller & Pascal, 1981)
education scale = 
attended HS = 1 





attended voc ed = 5 
completed voc ed = 6 
attend post grad = 7 
completed post grad
Table 23
Raw Discriminant Function Coefficients for Type of Care 
with Family Characteristics Dependent MANOVA
function function
Variable 1 2
Age of Child -.01661 -.03660
Age of mother -.00154 .04923
Age of father .02075 .01366
Number of children -.28579 -.05617
Mother's occupation -.00849 -.00863
Father's occupation -.00637 .00851
Mother's education .12386 -.10138
Father's education .01941 -.24297
Additional education Cm) .02055 .09615
Additional education (f) -.01283 .01144
Hours per day .50168 -.23948
Days per week .20958 .39932
Other hours .00641 .01576
Other days -.05549 .03173
Age of first care .06266 -.36901
Number of care arrangements .07684 -.31100
Satisfaction rating .26854 .40464
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Table 24
3 by 2 Contingency Table Comparing Type of Care 






31 194 98 323











Table 25a and b 





Homemaker 0 107 26 133
(56.9) (27.1) (42.8)
Low 9 16 27 52
(33.3)a (8.5) (28.1) (16.7)
Medium 8 23 13 44
(29.6) (12.2) (13.5) (14.1)
High 10 42 30 83











Low 4 11 15
(15.4) (5.9) (17.2)
Medium 11 52 27
(42.3) (28.0) (31.0)










X X = 13.68 p = .01
acolumn percentage
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fathers the difference in occupational status occurs most noticeably 
in the high and low categories, with a large percentage of private 
center fathers in the high category, and a large percent of FDC and 
public center fathers in the low category.
The comparison of type of care and education show a difference 
only for mother's education (Tables 26a and 26b). Comparing the cell 
percentages with the row percentages (i.e., FDC mothers who attend 
high school vs. the total percent who attended high school) we can see 
the probable source of the overall difference. FDC mothers have 
higher percents in both the lowest and highest categories. Users of 
public day care have higher percentages in both the middle two cate­
gories .
The last question which bears on SES differences is question 3 on 
marital status. Because the sample was predominantly intact two-parent 
families the data were analyzed comparing two-parent vs. single-parent 
for the three types of care. Table 27 presents this contingency table, 
and from it we see that users of publicly-funded care have the highest 
percentage of single-parent families.
Looking at the univariate F from Table 22 it can be seen that the 
number of changes in childcare arrangements differ for the three groups, 
with users of publicly-funded centers reporting more changes (X=2.60) 
than the other two groups (FDC X=1.88, Private X=1.94). The pattern of 
past childcare use for the three groups can be described using questions 
18, 19, and 28. Table 28a-’g"presents the 7 contingency tables for the 
use of 7 types of care for the three groups. The three groups do not 
differ in their use of a relative as a babysitter. Tablesad" V, and *fft 
examine the use of the three types of care into which these groups are
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Table 26a and b 
3 x 4  Contingency Table Comparing Type of 
Care and Parental Education
a. Mother's Education
FDC Private Public
Attended 3 5 4 12
High School (10.7)a (3.0) (4.7) (4.3)
Graduated 8 39 26 73
High School (28.6) (23.1) (30.6) (25.9)
Attended 1 36 30 67
College (3.6) (21.3) (35.3) (23.8)
Graduated 16 89 25 130
College (57.1) (52.1) (29.4) (46.1)
28 169 85 282
X  = 2 2 . 2 2  df = 6 p = .001
b. Father's Education
FDC Private Public
Attended 2 5 2 9
High School (6.7)a (3.1) (2.7)
Graduated 9 29 17 55
High School (30.0) (17.9) (23.0)
Attended 4 33 15 52
College (13.3) (20.4) (20.3)
Graduated 15 95 40 150
College (50.0) (58.6) (54.1)
30 162 74 266
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3 by 2 Contingency Tables for Current Type of Care 
by Other Types of Care Used
X 1' 2.39
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acolumn percentages in parentheses 
^row percentages in parentheses
divided. Thus they are presented as 2 x 2 contingency tables. Using 
table "e" as an example, had the public day care sample been included 
100% of the parents would have reported "yes", and the chi square would 
be highly significant as a result. However, we already know that this 
portion of the sample uses group day care. Of these three 2 x 2  tables 
only one is significant. More publicly-funded day care parents report 
using family day care. Of the remaining three tables, "a" and "g" 
would most likely have been temporary types of care. Users of privately 
funded centers report more use of both babysitter inside the home, and 
playgroups. Table "b" could be another type of full-time care as family 
day care is often unlicensed, and referred to as babysitting. Congruent 
with this suggestion is the observation that more users of full-time 
care (FDC and public) report more use of a babysitter outside the home. 
Certainly the pattern of usage of childcare services is complex and 
governed by many mediating factors.
To continue with the examination of usage of childcare we can look 
at question 19 which asks about reasons for making a change in child­
care. Of the total sample 171 (51.7%) report having made a change.
Table 29 presents a comparison of reasons for change by use of each type 
of care using chi square. It should be kept in mind when examining 
these results that they do not reflect dissatisfactions with any parti­
cular type of childcare. Parents could have changed from one type of 
care to another, or from one setting to another still using the same 
type of care. The most plausible interpretation of these results is in 
terms of differences in parental priorities or expectations among the 
group of parents. It may also be assumed that the type of care 
currently used is seen as an alleviation of the complaint which
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Table 29 a-g 
3 by 2 Contingency Tables Comparing Type of Care 
by Reasons for Change in Care 
(for subjects who report a change in care) 
a. Inconvenient Location
FDC Private Public
no 11 83 52
(68.8) (93.3) (78.8)
yes 5 6 14
(31.3) (6.7) (21.2)
16 89




X “ 2.25 n.s.
c. Dissatisfied with adults
FDC Private Public
16 89






































































16 89 66 171









































instigated the change. This assumption is supported by the overall high 
level of satisfaction (X=4.62 on a five point scale). The two reasons 
which do not show significant differences between the groups are 
inconvenient hours, and too expensive. The overall low frequency of 
these two reasons probably reflects the fact that parents are most 
likely to assure that these two aspects of a childcare arrangement meet 
their criteria before they begin to use that care. The most commonly 
cited reasons are: dissatisfaction with adults (users of publicly-
funded centers were more likely to report this), and center closed or 
moved away (family day care users most likely to have changed for this 
reason). Child centered reasons ("e" and "f") were not frequently 
mentioned, but they were both mentioned more by users of group care.
One of the most important questions on the questionnaire is the 
rating of satisfaction, #23. The ratings were high, and did not vary 
significantly from group to group. In order to examine the satisfac­
tions and dissatisfactions of parents we can turn to question #28. Each 
questionnaire was scored as to whether or not satisfactions and/or 
dissatisfactions were listed. The respondents were more likely to 
report satisfactions (X=62.7% vs. 36.1%). Tables 30a and b show this 
data for the three groups. Users of publicly-funded centers were more 
likely to report both satisfactions and dissatisfactions, while users 
of family day care were much less likely to report dissatisfactions.
In order to examine differences between users of different types 
of care, on other than demographic variables, several questions were 
posed about childrearing goals, family activities, changes that result 
from childcare, and important aspects of a childcare choice (Questions 
24, 25, 26, & 27). The responses to the items of each of these
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Table 30a and b 
3 by 2 Contingency Table Comparing Type of Care 
and Report of Satisfaction and/or Dissatisfaction
a. Satisfaction
FDC Private Public
14 a 82 22 118no
Describes
(45.2) (43.2) (23.2) (37.3)
Satisfaction
17 108 73 198
yes
(54.8) (56.8) (76.8) (62.7)
31 190 95 316























31 190 95 316
X* = 10.03 df = 2 p = .007
acoluran percentage
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questions were analyzed using MANOVA.
Question #24 asks the parent to rate on a 7-point scale 12 items 
that are important aspects of a childcare choice. The results of the 
MANOVA for these items show a significant multivariate F, and 7 signi­
ficant univariate F's (Table 31). The discriminant function coeffi­
cients (Table 32) indicates that convenient opening and closing times, 
the educational program, a homelike atmosphere, the social atmosphere, 
and convenient location contribute most to the significant multivariate 
F. In addition there are significant univariate F's for: particular
adult caretaker and particular friends of child with FDC users rating 
higher on both dimensions compared to users of group care.
The MANOVA for family activities did not show a significant 
multivariate F, or any significant univariate F's. Thus these groups 
of families do not differ in the frequency they report engaging in 
these activities. Table 33 contains the mean and standard deviation 
for each item on this question.
Parents were asked to estimate the changes that occurred in their 
child or themselves as a result of childcare. The original MANOVA 
using the three groups of care users could not be solved, so the small 
FDC sample was dropped and users of publicly-funded and private care 
were compared. The overall MANOVA was significant, with one univariate 
F significant. The discriminant function coefficients show that know­
ledge about being a parent, time spent with child, and number of other 
parents contribute to the significant multivariate F (Tables 34 and 35).
The last question asks about childrearing goals. The results of 
this MANOVA, and the univariate F's are in Table 36. Three univariate 
F's are significant. The discriminant function coefficients show that
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Table 31
Multivariate and Univariate F’s,and Means for Three Types 
of Care with Important Aspects of Childcare 
as Dependent Variables MANOVA
Multivariate F=U.66, df(2U,532), p=.000 
(X’s)
Variables FDC PRIVATE PUBLIC ss MS F £
Adult: Child 5-35 5.63 5.5U 1.80 • 9 • 69 ns
Part. Adult 6.22 5-22 5.25 17.12 8.58 3.92 .02
#of Other Children U.78 U.97 U.75 2.8 1.U0 .80 ns
Ages of other Child. U.70 U.5U U.38 2.26 1.13 • 55 ns
Friends of Child 5.Oh U.17 U.17 16.06 8.03 3-33 .0U
Educational 5-39 6.13 6.19 12.16 6.08 U.83 .009
Social 6.61 6.50 6.27 3.58 1.80 2.62 .07
Homelike 6.61 U.66 U.83 77.09 38.55 1U.78 .000
Convenient Location 5-52 U.OU U.38 U6.37 23.19 9.85 .000
Convenient Hours 5-52 3-57 U.75 129.58 6U.79 25. iu .000
Learn about Parenting U.39 U. 20 U.15 1.06 • 53 .15 ns
Time Away from Child 3.17 3-3h 3.28 • 59 .30 .10 ns
Table 32
Raw Discriminant Function Coefficients for Type of Care 




Part. Adult -.00856 .2720U
#Other Children -.20U61 -.07729
Ages of other Child. .05176 .10357





Opening and Closing .58798 -.50960
Learn About Parenting -.0U350 -.01735
Time Away from Child -.07289 .06128
Table 33
Means and Standard Deviations for Reported Frequency of Activities
Activity X SD
Read Stories 6.03 1.18
Watch TV 5.69 1.60
Play Games 5.16 1.3U
Go on Errands 5.U0 1.06
Visit Friends U.26 1.13
Have Guests U.ll 1.23
Dinner Together 6.71 .81
Talk 6.00 1.06
Scale:
7 = Everyday 
6 = Almost everyday 
5 = 3~^ times per week 
k = 1-2 times per week 
3 = 2-3 times per month 
2 = Once a month 
1 = less than once a month
Table 34
Multivariate and Univariate F*s, and Means for Type 
of Care with Changes in Child as Dependent Measures MANOVA
Multivariate F=2.25> df(12,257)» p=.01
Variables (X’s) Private Public MS F E
Knowledge 4.6l 4.47 1.17 1.53 ns
Understanding 5.02 4.99 .09 .10 ns
Easy Child 4.72 4.93 2.73 2.56 ns
Time with Child 4.15 3-93 2.91 1.87 ns
Quality time 4.75 4.94 2.09 1.82 ns
Adjusts 5.33 5.54 2.66 2.76 ns
Other Children 5-32 5.49 1.85 1.99 ns
Number of Parents 4.62 4.22 9.65 10.52 .001
Patience 4.73 4.87 1.27 1.39 ns
Discipline 4.09 4.07 .02 .03 ns
Dependence 3.80 3-79 .006 .004 ns
Child’s Knowledge 5.69 5.80 .79 1.13 ns
Table 35;
Raw Discriminant Function Coefficients from Type of Care 
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Multivariate and Univariate F ’s, and Means for Type of Care 
with Childrearing Goals Dependent MANOVA
Multivariate F=2.07» df(20,586), p=.00l*
Variable (X’s) FDC Private Public MS F E
To spend time alone 1+.1*5 U.72 U.73 • 99 • 5 ns
To respect others 5-7U 5-78 5.7U .07 .06 ns
Do well in school 5.81 5.U1 5.61 2.67 2.30 ns
To be independent 6.35 5.81* 5.86 3.56 3.25 .OU
To be well-behaved 6.10 5-76 5.7U 1.67 1.1*1* ns
To be well-liked 5-58 U.9U 5-17 5.91 3.98 .02
To be confident 6.61 6.58 6.65 .16 • 38 ns
To share 6.36 5-99 5-86 2.83 3.2U .01*
To be creative 6.16 6.10 6.35 1.90 2.17 ns
Stand-up for rights 6.13 5.86 5.88 .96 .78 ns
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respect for others, independence, confidence, sharing and creative all 
contribute to the multivariate F (Table 37). The univariate F's were 
significant for independent, well-liked, and sharing with the family 
day care users' ratings higher on all three than the other two groups.
Comparisons of Users of Half-day vs. Whole-day Care
One of the difficulties in interpreting the results of these com­
parisons among FDC, public and private care is in-the inclusion of 
private centers which provide full-time care in the "private" category. 
It may be that important differences exist between families who use 
full-time versus part-time care. For this reason several analyses were 
carried out with the sample divided into users of half-day care (4 hours 
per day or less), and users of full-day care (greater than 4 hours per 
day).
The multivariate F with the important aspects of childcare was 
significant, as were 3 univariate F's (Table 38). The rating of 
importance of opening and closing times contributes most to the overall 
difference between users of half-day and full-day care.
The multivariate F with changes from childcare as the dependent 
variables was significant, with 5 univariate F's significant (Table 39). 
Using the discriminant function coefficients, the variables contributing 
most to the overall difference between the groups are: time spent with
child, quality time spent with child, number of other parents, and 
patience with child. Users of whole-day care report more change in the 
high quality time with their child, in how easily the child adjusts to 
new situations, in their patience with their child, and how easy the 
child is to get along with. The parents using half-day care report 
more change in their acquaintanceship with other parents.
Table 3.7
Raw Discriminant Function Coefficients for Type of Care 
























Multivariate and Univariate F ’s, Means, and Raw Discriminant 
Function Coefficients for Time in Care with Important Aspects 
of Childcare as Dependent Measures MANOVA
Multivariate Fs7-1^» df(12,265), p=.000
Variable (X’s) Half Whole
Discriminant
Function F £
Adult:child 5.66 5 M -.079^8 2.52 ns
Part. Adult 5.57 5 .3k -.13613 1.38 ns
#Other Children U.97 U.71 -.16719 2.15 ns
Ages of Children U. 1+9 U.52 .15671 .02 ns
Friends of Child U.19 U.3U -.00073 .U 6 ns
Education 6 .1 k 5.95 -.15826 1.61 ns
Social 6.52 6.25 -.35529 6.39 .01
Homelike U.81 5.01 .0L600 • 79 ns
Location l+. 03 U.81 -.161U1 lU.UO .000
Hours 3.62 5.18 .70131 55.85 .000
Learn Parenting U.29 3.96 -.09059 1.81 ns
Time Away 3.35 3.22 -.107U7 • 32 ns
Table 3-9
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Multivariate and Univariate F ’s, Means, and Raw Discriminant 
Function Coefficients for Time in Care with Changes from Childcare
as Dependent Measures MANOVA
Discriminant
Variable (X’s) Half Whole Function F E
Knowledge U.6l U.55 .25319 .26 ns
Understanding 5.01 5.05 -.18699 .12 ns
Easy U.72 U.98 -.29916 U.2U .0U
Time w/child U.13 3.96 .U79U9 1.21 ns
Quality Time U.75 5.07 -.39003 5.UU .02
Adjust 5-3U 5.58 -.15058 3.8U • 05
Other Children 5-35 5.52 -.03525 1.73 ns
Other Parents U.62 U.15 .76258 1U.55 .000
Patience k.jk U.98 -.32303 3.6U •05
Discipline U.12 U.l6 -.18995 .18 ns
Dependence 3-78 3.83 -.08963 .10 ns
Child Knowledge 5-70 5.76 .01U15 • 52 ns
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The MANOVA for childrearing goals had a significant multivariate 
F, and 3 significant univariate F's (Table 40). The most important 
contributors to the multivariate F are: respect for others, well-
behaved, well-liked and creative. Users of half-day care rated 
respect and well-behaved higher than users of whole-day care, while 
users of whole-day care rated creative more highly.
Observations of Centers
The five 30-minute tapes yielded 1752 5-second observation periods. 
For each 5-second period the activities and interactions were recorded, 
and provide the data for this analysis. The reader should keep in mind 
that the data to be discussed is aggregate level data. Any social 
exchange directed by either child or adult was coded as to the recipient 
(child or adult) and the nature of the exchange. Two types of analyses 
will be discussed. First the frequencies were analyzed according to 
type of care, time of day, activity, and individual center. Second, a 
sequential analysis was conducted. This analysis examines the transi­
tion from one 5-second period to another.
Frequency Data
The percent of time that each activity was recorded is listed in 
Table 41. The most commonly observed activities were free play, arts/ 
crafts, and wandering/staring. Each 5 minute episode was coded accord­
ing to the dominant activity of the period. This coding was based on 
the schedule described by the director prior to filming. A description 
of this coding, by center, provides another estimate of the time 
devoted to various activities (Table 42). While the coding of each 
5 minute episode was based on a mutually exclusive scheme, for the
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Table
Multivariate and Univariate F ’s, Means, and Raw Discriminant Function 
Coefficients for Time in Care with Childrearing Goals 
as Dependent Measures MANOVA
Variable (X’s) Half Whole
Discriminant
Function F E
Time alone U.73 U.6U .17393 • 32 ns
Respect 5.86 5-58 .32513 3-85 .05
School 5-5U 5.U6 .06793 .38 ns
Independent 5.90 5.91 -.00978 .00U ns
Well-behaved 5.87 5.61 .53705 3-73 .05
Well-liked 5.02 5.26 -.65386 2.5** ns
Confident 6.58 6.68 -.27928 1.U7 ns
Share 6.00 5-97 .27500 .10 ns
Creative 6.10 6.35 -.39602 U.80 .03
Stand-up 5.8U 6.02 -.18619 1.75 ns
Table 41
Frequency of Occurrence of Observed Activities
Activity %*
Arts/Crafts 28.8
Free Play - interactive 28.7
Free Play - solitary 21.4
Wandering/Staring 16.4
Adult directed - solitary 13.0





Adult directed - interactive 3.3
Percentages do not total to 100% because of co-occurrences. 




Percentage of Episodes per Activity as Coded from the 








U - Public, 
Afternoon
5 “ Private, 
Morning
Free Play Outside Snack/Lunch Teacher-directed Arts 














33% 2.67% 10.8% 21.8% 13.7%
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coding of each 5-second period any number of activities could occur.
The frequency of each interaction category for three types of 
interaction (child-child, child-adult, adult-child) are listed in 
Table 43. A record was not kept of the specific nature of the adult- 
adult interactions because there was little or no variation in these 
exchanges. Overall, in 7.3% of the observation periods an interaction 
occurred between adults. The most frequently occurring type of inter­
action for child-child and adult-child is talk, while for child-adult 
it is look. The child-child, and child-adult interactions did not 
show much variability in the type of exchange. However for the adult- 
child category there were several types of interactions which occurred 
frequently. They are: question, direct, show, and help. The dispro­
portionately low frequencies of specific types of interaction for the
child-child, and child-adult categories suggested that analysis of
specific interactions by type of care or time of day, etc., as planned, 
could not be conducted. (For example, there were only 9 instances of 
negative contact between children, thus to compare the frequencies of 
negative contact by type of care would be meaningless.) All of the 
interaction categories were collapsed for the subsequent analyses. The 
information that is retained show only whether or not an interaction 
occurred. However, given the extremely low frequency of negative inter­
actions (the total of reprimand and negative contact for all types of 
interactions is 30 instances), it is safe to assume that when an inter­
action is coded as occurring it was of a positive nature, i.e., talking
to, looking at, approaching, or helping.
There were several chi square statistics computed to examine the 
frequency of each type of interaction for type of care, time of day,
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Table 43
I:j Frequency of Each Coded Interaction for Child->Child,
| Child->Adult, and Adult->Child Interactions
$
Direction of Interaction
Interaction Child->Child Child->Adult Adult->Child
Request .6 2.1 2.1
Question l.U U.l 11.0
Answer .U 3.5 U.l
Correct .2 .1 .2
Reprimand .1 -- 1.0
Direct • 9 .7 16.8
Praise 1.1 — U.U
Talk 31.3 17.2 3U.6
Touch 1.8 • 3 .6
Look 21.2 3U.1 6.2
Approach 5-9 7.3 3.3
Laugh 2.9 .U .2
Contact+ 1.0 .2 5.8
Contact- • 5 .1 —
Show 1.5 3.6 9-0
Help 3.6 2 .U 28.3
Imitate 1.0 3.9 .1
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different activities, and individual centers. The first table (Table 
44) compares the type of interaction with the type of care. This contin­
gency table shows a significant chi square. An examination of the row 
percentages in this table shows that the difference between public and 
private centers occurs in the adult-child interactions, where a larger 
percent of the interactions in private centers occurs in the adult-child 
category compared with adult-child interactions in the public centers.
An analysis of time of day by type of interaction is shown in 
Table 45. The chi square was significant. The row percentages in this 
table show that the child-child and adult-child categories differ from 
morning to afternoon. The percent of child-child interactions in the 
afternoon was higher than in the morning, while the percent of adult- 
child interactions was lower in the afternoon than in the morning. A 
re-examination of Table 42 shows that the centers taped in the afternoon 
had scheduled much more free play than the centers filmed in the morn­
ing. This difference in activity may account for the morning vs. 
afternoon difference.
A 3 x 4 contingency table compares the type of interaction with 
the different activities (Table 46). This chi square was highly signi­
ficant. One row of this table stands out —  the teacher-directed acti­
vities. Within this row, the percent of child-child interactions is low 
compared to the other activities, while the percent of child-adult, and 
adult-child interactions are high compared with the other activities.
The free play category also shows the most equal distribution of types
of interactions within activity. The net result of this is that the
percent of adult-child interactions during free play is smaller than the
percent of adult-child interactions in the other categories.
Table 44
3 by 2 Contingency Table Comparing Direction




| 462 595 703 1 1760
Public 1 (26.3)* 
1
(33.8) (39-9) 1 (58.0)
Private
1
1 314 392 570 | 1276
1 (24.6) 
1
(30.7) (44.7) 1 (42.0)
776 987 1273 3036
(25-6) (32.5) (Ul.9)




3 x 2  Contingency Table Comparing the 
Direction of Interactions by Time of Day
Child -> Child -> Adult ->
Child Adult Child
1
1 2k3 38U 531 1





1 533 603 71*2 |
Afternoon | (28.U)
1
(32.1) (39-5 ) 1
776 987 1273
(28.U) (32.5) (1+1.9)








3 by U Contingency Table Comparing Type of 






Free Play (32.8) (29.6) (37.6) 1
Snack or 108 109 161
1
1 378
Lunch (28.6) (28.8) (1*2.6) 1
Teacher- 135 373 1+28 936
directed (1U.U) (39-9) (U5.7)
139 1U9 233 521
Arts/crafts (26.7) (28.6) (U1+.7)




In an attempt to further examine the differences between free play 
and teacher-directed activities two specific types of interaction were 
isolated. These categories are question and answer. The results of 
this analysis (Table 47) show that there are no differences in the fre­
quency of questions and answers between free play and teacher-directed 
episodes. The overall volume of adult-child questions is higher than 
the volume of child-adult questions, in both types of activities. A 
common-sense prediction might have suggested a higher than observed 
frequency of child-adult questions, particularly in the teacher-directed 
episodes.
Conditional Probabilities
The final analysis looks at the individual center (Table 48).
This highly significant chi square shows that the percent of each type 
of interaction varies within each center. In particular centers 4 and 
5 show low percentages of child-child interactions, and high percent­
ages of adult-child interactions. Centers 1, 2, and 3 show a fairly 
equal distribution of interactions across the three classes; child- 
child, child-adult, and adult-child. Overall the highest percent of 
the total number of interactions occurred in Center 2 (23.7).
Another method of analyzing observational data is through the use 
of conditional probabilities. A description of this type of data 
analysis will help explain its use in the present study. The analysis 
answers one question: Given events X, or X, at time t, what is the
probability of X, or X, at time t+1? In this study each 5-second period 
is the time interval used, and the presence or absence of an interaction 
is the event X6or X, . The combination of two events at two time inter­
vals yields a 2 x 2 matrix of four probabilities. Below is an example
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Table 47
U by 2 Contingency Table Comparing Use of Questions and Answers





I Question Answer Question Answer |
1
1
Free Play| 26 20 76 30 |
1 (17.1)
1
(13.2) (50.0) (19.7) 1
1
Teacher- | 8 12 4l 6 I
directed | (11.9) 
1 
1
(17-9) 1 (61.2) 
1
(9-0) |
3U 32 117 36
(15-5) (1U.6) (53.U) (16.U)

















1 1 177 203 223 1
(public,morning) | 29.4* 33.7 37.0 |
2 1 2U8 211 262 1
(private,afternoon)| 3U.U 29.3 36.3 1
3 1 205 167 216 |
(public,afternoon) | 3U.9 28. U 36.7 1
1 80 225 26U |
(public,afternoon) | lU.l 39-5 U6.H |
5 1 66 181 308 |
























The main diagonal cells indicate the tendency of a state to persist, 
while the off-diagonal cells indicate the tendency of a state to change.
The analysis of conditional probabilities is typically used to 
examine individual differences in behavior patterns (Lewis and Lee- 
Painter, 1974; Martin, et al., 1981). Both of these studies looked at 
differences in sequences of interaction between mother-infant pairs.
In the present study no information is available about the effects of 
one individual's behavior upon another individual. The purpose of this 
study was to examine levels of interaction at the level of the child­
care center. It was proposed in the Introduction that interactions 
might vary as a function of: direction of the interaction (CC, CA, AC),
childcare center, type of care, time of day, and activity. Each of 
these hypotheses will be examined, and the answers suggested by the 
conditional probabilities described.
Table 49 presents 15 2 x 2 matrices that show the conditional 
probabilities of child-child, child-adult, and adult-child interactions 
for each of the five centers. To examine differences among the three
time t + 1
X° X|
no interaction interaction
Given that no interaction 
occurred, what is the 
probability of no inter­
action in the next time 
period?
Given that no interac­
tion occurred, what is 
the probability of an 
interaction in the next 
time period?
Given an interaction, what 
is the probability of no 
interaction in the next 
time period?
Given an interaction, 
what is the probability 
of an interaction occur­
ring in the next time 
period?
Table 4 9
X Conditional Probability o£ Interactions for Each Center 
1  2 3 4 5
t+1 t+1 t+1 t+1 t+1
0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1
Child - Child 0 .35 .14 0 .14 .15 0 .30 .13 0 .68 .09 0 .73 .10
Interaction t t t t t
1 .13 .38 1 .15 .50 1 .12 .46 1 .08 .15 1 .12 .10
Child - Adult
0 .25 .19 0
t
1
.28 .14 0 .40 .14 0 .26 .11 0 .35 .12
Interaction



















.24 .14 0 .23 .13 0
t
1
.30 .10 0 .15 .11 0 .05 .07
1 .13 .49 1 .11 .54 .09 .52 1 .10 .64 1 .06 .82
0 = no interaction occured 1 *= interaction occured
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types of interactions these tables can be compared row by row. To com­
pare the centers the tables can be read column by column. These tables 
support the conclusion drawn from the chi square analysis that there is 
considerable variation in interactions from center to center. Compar­
ing centers 1, 2, and 3 with centers 4 and 5 we see that the probabili­
ty of the continuation of no interaction (the 0-0 cells) is high within 
the child-child category for centers 4 and 5 (X=.68 and .73). The cor­
responding probability of continued interaction (the 1-1 cells) is low 
in these two centers (X=.15 and .10). For these two centers, then, we 
see that the interactions that occur between children are infrequent 
and sporadic (likely to be preceded by or followed by nothing). Center 
5 stands out as having the highest probability of continued interaction 
in the adult-child category (.82). Once an adult-child interaction has 
begun it is likely to continue. Described another way, in Center 5 
there is a high probability of adults directing behaviors (e.g., talk­
ing to, helping, directing, looking) toward children. To look at dif­
ferences between types of care these tables were collapsed so a compari­
son of publicly-funded vs. private centers could be made. These 6 tables 
are in Table 50. Again, to compare types of care the two columns can 
be examined, and to compare types of interaction the three rows can be 
examined. There are no striking differences between the two columns of 
tables. One cell does show a difference that might be meaningful. The 
probability of continued adult-child interaction (1-1) is higher in pri­
vate centers than in public centers (X=.68 vs. .57). A comparison of 
the three rows does suggest that the probability of continued interac­
tion goes up with the involvement of an adult in the exchange (compare 
the cell 1-1 for child-child, child-adult, and adult-child). The fact
Table 50
X Conditional Probability of Interaction for 
Public vs Private Centers
Private Public








































0 = no interaction occured
1 = interaction occured
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that the highest probabilities for the child-child interactions are in 
the 0-0 cells (X=.43 and .48) shows that the transition most likely to 
occur is from nothing to nothing.
While the chi square analysis of frequency of interaction for 
morning vs. afternoon was significant, the pattern of interactions do 
not seem to be much different (Table 51). In the afternoon there is 
a greater probability of 0-0 transitions for the adult-child interac­
tions (X=.23 vs. .15). In the corresponding 1-1 cells we see that 
there is a higher probability of continued adult-child interactions 
(X=.66 vs. .57). The biggest differences are in the child-child 
interactions. In the morning there is a higher probability of the 
continuation of no interaction (X=.54 vs. .37), while in the afternoon 
there is a greater probability of continued interaction (X=.39 vs. .24).
The most dramatic differences in these conditional probabilities 
occur in the comparison of type of activity. These tables are in Table 
52. Several commonsense predictions can be affirmed by examining these 
tables. During the teacher-directed activities there were no 0-0 tran­
sitions in the adult-child interactions. Teacher-directed activities 
also show an extremely high probability of continued adult-child inter­
action (.93). The child-adult interactions during teacher-directed acti­
vities show a similar pattern, with the probability of 1-1 transitions 
of .80. This suggests a high degree of reciprocity between adults and 
children during these periods. Not surprisingly the probability of con­
tinued interaction between children during teacher-directed activities 
is quite low (.18). The highest probability of an interaction followed 
by an interaction, between children, is during free play (.42). If 
free play episodes are considered a baseline measure of child-child
Table 51
X Conditional




Adult - Child 
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0 = no interaction occured
1 = interaction occured
Table 52












Child-Child 0 .35 .13 0 .43 .11 0 .63 .10 0 .47 .14
Interaction t t f- 1-
1 .12
CM• 1 .11 .34 1 • o V




































0=no interaction occured l=interaction occured
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interactions, then we can argue from this data that organized activities 
tend to suppress continued child-child interactions. It is, perhaps, 
surprising that this occurs for the snack and arts/crafts episodes as 
well as during the teacher-directed episodes. One other observation 
about this data will be offered. By summing the probabilities of the 
right-left diagonal (0-1,1-0) we can obtain a measure of the overall 
probability of isolated interactions. The highest probability of 
sporadic interaction are for the child-adult interactions during the 
snack and arts/crafts periods. The presence of an organized activity 
to occupy the attention of children results in isolated initiations or 
responses, and lowers the probability of continued child-adult inter­
action.
In summary, differences in transitional probabilities can be 
observed from a comparison of individual centers, type of care, time 
of day, and activity. There are also differences in the patterns of 
child-child, child-adult, and adult-child interactions. There is an 
increasing probability of continued interaction with the presence of an 
adult in the exchange. The highest 1-1 cells are in the adult-child 
interactions. These probabilities do not reflect individual differ­
ences in initiations or responses, so there is no measure of the 
dependence of one behavior upon another. However, this data does pro­
vide a useful index of the volume and pattern of social exchanges in 





1. Family day care workers take care of about- 4 or 5 children every 
day for an average of 9.72 hours. The average age of a child in family 
day care is 3.33. Almost all (98%) of the children in family day care 
are there primarily for childcare.
2. All of the caretakers spend time playing with the children, and per­
forming childcare functions (e.g., lunch, change clothes, feed bottle). 
In addition, a majority also do housework nearly every day (61.5%), and 
plan special activities for the children (52%).
3. Ninety-two percent of the family day care mothers describe child- 
rearing goals important to them, and 97% report satisfactions from their 
work. Sixty-three percent of the caretakers report dissatisfactions as 
well.
Group Childcare
1. These are the statistically significant differences between public 
and private centers: publicly-funded centers are open more hours per
week, and have a larger percent of children who attend primarily for 
childcare; private centers have a larger percent of children who 
attend primarily for enrichment. More publicly-funded centers use 
ability groups to organize the children.
2. The analysis of half-day vs. whole-day centers yielded the follow­
ing: whole-day centers have more children enrolled, have more children 
in the youngest age group, more staff members, a higher staff to child 
ratio, and more children attending primarily for childcare.
3. The use of structural characteristics in a discriminant analysis 
showed group membership as public or private can be reliably predicted
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(75% accuracy). The prediction is made primarily on the basis of number 
of staff, number of children, staff to child ratio, and reasons for 
attendance.
Parents
1. Differences between users of family day care, publicly-funded day 
care and private centers.
a. Demographic variables - Children in family day care and 
publicly-funded centers spend more time in alternative care,
and were cared for by someone else at an earlier age. More users 
of publicly-funded centers were single-parent families. Parents 
of children in public centers have used more childcare arrangements, 
while more private center parents use a second concurrent arrange­
ment. More mothers of private center children were homemakers.
More private care fathers had occupations rated in the high 
category. The educational attainment of FDC and private care 
mothers was higher than public care mothers.
b. The pattern of past childcare differed for the three groups, 
as did the frequency of reasons cited for a change in childcare.
c. Users of FDC and private centers rated the importance of the 
social environment more highly than did the public care users.
Users of center care rated the importance of the educational 
program more highly than did the FDC parents. FDC parents rated 
importance of a homelike atmosphere more highly than the users of 
group care. Convenience was rated most highly by users of family 
day care.
d. The only difference in the reports of changes due to childcare 
is that users of private care report meeting more parents with a
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similar-aged child.
e. Users of family care rate the development of independence, 
having their child be well-liked, and learning to share, more 
highly than users of group care.
2. Differences between users of half-day vs. whole-day care:
a. For the important aspects of childcare, the social environment 
is more important to users of half-day care, while convenience is 
more important to users of whole-day care.
b. Users of whole-day care rate the following changes as a result 
of childcare more highly than do users of half-day care: how easy 
the child is to get along with, the quality time spent with the 
child, how easily the child adjusts to new situations, and the 
amount of patience they have with their child. Thus the whole- 
day care parents report more positive changes as a result of 
childcare.
c. Users of half-day care rated two childrearing goals more 
highly: respect for others and a well-behaved child. Users of 
whole-day care rated creativity more highly than users of half­
day care.
Observations of Childcare Centers
1. The most frequently observed activities are: free play, arts/crafts,
adult-directed, and wander/staring.
2. The most frequently observed interactions are: talk, look, adult-
child direct, adult-child help, and adult-child question.
3. Chi square analyses comparing the three interaction categories and 
the individual center, the type of care, the time of day, and the 
activity were all significant.
4. Different patterns of transitional probabilities can be seen across 
interaction types (i.e., CC, CA, AC) and across individual centers, 
types of centers, time of day, and activity.
IV. DISCUSSION
Overview
From the lengthy description of the results of this research it 
might be concluded that the goals of the project were quite complex. 
Actually this is not the case. The goal of the project was to describe 
several types of alternative childcare, and to compare them in selected 
areas. To meet this goal one must acknowledge the incredible complexity 
of real world events where control cannot easily be gained over sources 
of extraneous variation. This is not necessarily a liability. Past 
studies that have attempted to exercise control have seemed artificially 
constrained, for example research on day care that uses only university 
based centers. Thus the present study attempted to assess the relation­
ship between the caretaker, the parent, and the childcare setting. No 
adequate description of childcare could be made without recourse to all 
three sources of information.
The Introduction included considerable discussion of the three 
classes of childcare that were of interest. At a conceptual level each 
class is distinctly defined; yet. one important question that needs to 
be addressed is whether these distinctions have any psychological 
reality. It seems clear that many more similarities than differences 
emerged from this comparison. Whatever the findings they bear on 
current notions of quality of care. The prevailing notion is that 
quality is measurable in terms of regulatable characteristics. A high- 
quality center has a low staff to child ratio, uses small groups, has 




The focus on quantifiable characteristics of childcare is corre­
lated with a neglect of other factors that could be related to quality. 
Many of the factors included in this study could be included in an 
index of quality. The childcare routine, the patterns of social inter­
action, the activities children engage in, the satisfaction and commit­
ment of childcare workers, are all conceivable indicators of quality. 
Although in the present study these factors were examined in each of 
three types of childcare, no conclusions will be drawn about quality 
of care. Past conclusions about quality, based on studies of easily 
quantifiable characteristics have perhaps led to premature foreclosure 
on the regulation of childcare. It was hoped that a project of this 
sort would illuminate some of the overlooked dimensions of childcare. 
While any dimensions revealed by this study as important would require 
further research, these dimensions could also suggest bases for dif­
ferent regulations.
In the following sections a discussion of the results of this 
research will be presented. There are two areas of interest to this 
discussion: the reconceptualization of childcare and implications for
future research. A discussion of the limitations of the present study 
will precede the discussion of these two issues.
Caveats
It must be acknowledged that there are shortcomings in this pro­
ject. Understanding these shortcomings can help the reader place the 
appropriate weight on the findings and the conclusions that are drawn 
from them. The biggest problem encountered in the conduct of this 
project was in maintaining an unbiased sample.
The project began with a population of licensed childcare
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providers, and was only intended to be generalized to that population. 
That is, no attempt was made to consider unlicensed family day care, 
and no conclusions can be drawn about that population. This is unfor­
tunate as unlicensed family day care (e.g. babysitting) may account for 
the largest percentage of children in alternative care. Collecting an 
adequate sample of family day care participants did prove to be diffi­
cult, and it may be that the resulting sample is biased. While it was 
argued in the Method chapter that the family day care caretakers who 
were still working seemed similar to the FDC caretakers who have left 
the business, the largest percent of the original population was never 
contacted, and is presumed to have left family day care. It is pro­
bably safe to argue that the final sample of FDC respondents does 
represent the population of licensed family day care workers who are 
interested in and committed to their work. This sample may represent 
typical family day care, or it may represent only the best in family 
day care.
The sample of group providers was self-selected, as only volunteer 
subjects are represented. It is the belief of the researcher, based 
on contacts with nonrespondents that the respondents and nonrespondents 
are similar. One can always question whether the nonrespondents rep­
resent the same degree of concern for childcare, and commitment to the 
well-being of children that the respondents demonstrated. There 
certainly were no centers providing obviously bad care that were 
sampled by this study.
There are two concerns in the consideration of bias in the 
parental sample. The sample of parents using family day care is quite 
small and perhaps not representative of the total population of users 
of family day care. After two or three phone calls, and letters sent
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to the family day care mother, it was felt that continued pressure for 
the return of the parental questionnaires was inappropriate, especially 
when she was acting as an intermediary for the researcher. There is 
no way of knowing why the response rate was so low, and the differences 
between the respondents and nonrespondents are also unknown.
The sample of parents using group care is probably representative 
of the population that was sampled.(A response rate of about 50% is 
generally considered quite good.) However the population may be more 
"middle-class" than the general population of users of alternative 
childcare. This study, conducted in Southeastern New Hampshire, did 
not sample any urban communities. The final sample is probably gene- 
ralizable to a large population of middle-class users of a range of 
childcare services. On examination this sample does seem to be some­
what homogeneous, perhaps more so than would have been expected.
The issue of alpha inflation was mentioned in the Results section 
and needs to be re-introduced here. The use of many individual uni­
variate statistical tests, for which the probability of claiming a 
difference where none exists (Type I error) is established indepen­
dently, is a questionable procedure. This is because the probability 
of a chance result increases with the number of separate tests con­
ducted. Where possible, multivariate tests were used. In the case of 
categorical variables, where chi square was used, there is no multi­
variate counterpart. As these results are intended to establish a 
basis for future research all of the significant results that are dis­
cussed will serve the purpose of providing direction. It may be that 
upon re-examination some of these results will not stand up.
the final area of concern is an issue of interpretation. Several 
of the questions of the parental questionnaire required the use of a
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7-point rating scale. There were statistically significant differences 
between groups of parents on many of these questions. However, in 
general, there was a strong positive response bias, such that all 
parents tended to use the high end of the scales. The result is that 
the differences between groups tend to be small in magnitude, i.e., 
tenths of a scale value. Although many of the results are highly sig­
nificant, some beyond the p<.000 level, and thus probably reliable 
and replicable, the meaningfulness of the differences may be ques­
tioned. In this discussion such results will be considered in terms 
of what the direction of difference might indicate. It is clear that 
in future research the high end of the scale needs to be expanded.
The Reconceptualization of Childcare
The most important issue raised by this research is how childcare 
options are defined. An assumption has been implicit throughout this 
dissertation, and will now be raised for consideration. Throughout 
this project nursery school has been considered as a childcare alter­
native. It is my argument that by virtue of the acceptance of child­
ren without their parents, nursery schools accept a childcare respon­
sibility. However directors of nursery schools eschew this function, 
and often went to lengths to point this out on their completed 
questionnaire (i.e., "I do not provide 'day care'T). Parents who use 
nursery schools also maintained a clear distinction between nursery 
school and day care, adding to their responses that their children 
are "cared for" at home. While these children may not require full­
time childcare, they are most certainly receiving cnildcare while out 
of the home (one would hope). The insistence by providers and con­
sumers of nursery school that childcare is not a part of their
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services is indicative of a problem in the definition of childcare that 
runs much deeper than the perceptions of caretakers and parents.
The tendency to define these options based on their primary func­
tion results in the exclusion of other services that are a part of each 
alternative. Childcare and enrichment are not mutually exclusive.
Just as the childcare function of nursery school has been neglected, 
so has the enrichment role in day care been ignored. One might con­
clude from reading current literature on day care that only university 
based centers provide high quality full-time care. In their review of 
the effects of group care Roupp and Travers (1982) claim that "center 
care of ’average' or questionable quality was not usually studied...". 
Implicit in this statement is the assumption that typical day care pro­
vides (or may provide) less than optimal services. While center care 
in general suffers from a poor image, publicly-funded day care has 
had to bear the brunt of criticisms directed at day care. For this 
reason comparisons between public and private centers were emphasized. 
These comparisons provide the strongest evidence against the percep­
tion of the custodial nature of group day care.
The following conclusions have been drawn and will be defended 
by this data: 1) Both private and public centers provide multiple
services that differ only in their relative importance; and 2) Users 
of all types of childcare are remarkably similar.
There is a wealth of converging evidence in this research to sup­
port the argument that publicly-funded and private centers are more 
similar than they are different. Variables which define the avail­
ability of full-time care do discriminate between these groups. They 
are: number of hours open, and reasons for childrens' attendance.
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These groups do not differ in dimensions that have been proposed to 
reflect high quality care: number of staff, staff to child ratio,
staff training, staff turnover, and plans for age-appropriate activi­
ties (Belsky and Steinberg, 1978; Clarke-Stewart, 1977; Cummings,
1980; Golden et al., 1978; National Day Care Study, 1979). In fact 
the directors of the publicly-funded centers report that 55% of their 
children attend for enrichment. Certainly by the assessment of this 
questionnaire, which depicts the status of these groups from the point 
of view of the caretaker, the directors of publicly-funded day care 
recognize their dual function as providers of childcare and enrich­
ment.
The amount of time scheduled for various activities is partially 
reflected by the time-sampling episodes collected (see Table 4?). Com­
paring goal-directed activities (teacher-directed, arts/crafts) with 
free play the public centers were observed to spend 27.33% of the time 
filmed in goal-directed activities, versus 21.83% for the private 
centers, and 38.67% in free play, versus 49.5% for the private centers. 
This imperfect measure of the time spent in each activity can be used 
to indicate that the orientation of the public centers is in the direc­
tion of providing enrichment. The analysis of the direction of inter­
action by type of care does indicate that there are more adult-child 
interactions in private centers. The comparison of frequency of inter­
action by time of day, activity, and individual center (all signifi­
cant) shows that many factors are important in understanding the social 
dynamics within a childcare center. This conclusion is supported by 
the transitional probabilities that describe the patterns of interaction 
across time periods.
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The goal here is to argue that the appropriate reconceptualization 
of childcare may be in terms of continua of services that include (but 
are not limited to) caretaking and enrichment. Prototypic examples of 
publicly-funded day care and private nursery school would anchor the 
caretaking continuum, but would certainly be spread throughout the 
enrichment continuum.
Thus far, family day care has not been considered in this picture. 
On the dimension of provision of childcare, family day care is most 
similar to day care, but in terms of activities and experiences the 
similarity ends, presumably. That is not to say that family day care 
is purely custodial. This research provides little information on 
that issue. However there are a few comments that can be made compar­
ing home and group care. The definition of "enrichment", in its 
commonly used sense when referring to nursery school, refers to group 
experiences. Certainly.family day care does not provide organized 
group activities. There are, however, opportunities for peer inter­
action, and free play with peers - a big part of group interaction.
Many FDC caretakers in this study report planning special activities 
(52%), and 25% have organized games or activities every day. One 
might also ask, in what ways is group care similar to home care? Many 
of the group caretakers reported that providing a homelike atmosphere, 
or developing a personal relationship with the child, is important.
A  good description of the characteristics of a homelike atmosphere 
could be used to see to what extent these characteristics are present 
in both settings.
We can examine the goals and attitudes of the two groups of care­
takers for similarities and differences. All of the caretakers were
asked to describe their childrearing goals, and satisfactions and/or 
dissatisfactions (see Tables 3 & 11, 4 & 14, 5 & 15). There are many 
similarities in the caretakers' responses to these questions. Providing 
a loving environment was mentioned most frequently by both groups of 
caretakers (FDC=32.0% vs. GDC=35.7%). In fact the percent of caretakers 
in each group mentioning various goals is remarkably similar: to pro­
vide discipline (FDC=24.0 and GDC=28.6), child should develop indepen­
dence (FDC=12.0% and GDC=17.9%), and children should get along (FDC=32.0% 
and GDC=21.4%). While there is considerable agreement among caretakers, 
there were some goals that seem specific to each type of care. Only 
family day care mothers mentioned the development of responsible beha­
vior (12.0%), and the happiness/security of the child (20.0%), while 
only the group caretakers mentioned attention to each individual child 
(14.3%), and the development of the whole child (17.9%). The satis­
factions and dissatisfactions also show a pattern of agreement, 
especially the dissatisfactions. Problems with parents (FDC=35.0% and 
GDC=34.8%), and money (FDC=29.0% and GDC=26.1%) were the two most in 
common. To the extent that attitudes and goals of caretakers would 
influence the delivery of services to the child, and interactions with 
the parent, these comparisons of caretakers could prove to be another 
metric in the analysis of childcare services. Given the re-orientation 
toward recognizing the dual role of childcare and enrichment in every 
childcare setting future research could examine more directly the over­
lap between types of care.
Continuing this analysis of similarities among these childcare 
alternatives we can examine the users of each type of care. Perhaps 
the most striking finding of this research is that there were no group
121
differences in terms of rated satisfaction, all three groups were 
equally and apprently very well satisfied. The users of private care 
do seem to be slightly harder to please, in that the analysis of reasons 
for changing care showed that more users of private care changed care 
because their child was unhappy, or because there was not enough educa­
tion. In examining the ratings of important characteristics of child­
care, the public care users, of the three groups, are most concerned 
with educational aspects. They, along with the family day care users, 
are more concerned with convenience. The parents of group day care 
children do show that they recognize and are concerned about the dual 
function of a childcare center.
While the users of nursery school almost exclusively report that 
the primary reason for their child's attendance at the center is for 
educational or social enrichment, the parents of the whole-day children 
report more positive changes in their child as a resullt of the child­
care center. They had significantly higher ratings on the following 
changes: how easy the child is to get along with, the quality time
spent with the child, how easily the child adjusts to new situations, 
and the patience they have with their child. Of course, these ratings 
do not show actual changes that occur as a result of childcare, but
the parent's perception of the amount of change.
To the extent that both parents and caretakers have a role in 
shaping the development of the child, the role of the parent must be
considered in any analysis of the effects of childcare. .For that
reason the importance of the parent needs to be examined carefully.
The role of the parent becomes another consideration in the reconceptu­
alization that is presented here. Parents, alone, are responsible for
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the choice of type of care, as well as the selection of a particular 
provider. The parent(s)* choice may reflect many priorities, for 
example, convenience of location, cost, or a particular curriculum.
These priorities, and the extent to which they are met by the childcare 
choice may reflect differences in the child's reaction to, and develop­
ment within, the center or home. Parental satisfaction may also contri- 
but to the effectiveness with which the caretaker can carry out her 
goals. In other words, both parents and caretakers can either support 
or undermine the efforts of the other in their efforts to support the 
normal development of the child. Thus a triangular relationship exists 
among parent, child, and caretaker, such that each extends both a 
direct and indirect influence on the other. By recognizing that the 
role of the parent is pivotal in the delivery of services, and the 
effects of these services on the child, researchers must acknowledge 
that any examination of childcare must include reference to the parent(s).
In the present reconceptualization of childcare current definitions 
of childcare have been questioned. The relationship between these defi­
nitions and parental perceptions was discussed earlier, and it was 
painted out that parents of nursery school children denied the implica­
tion that their children received childcare from the nursery school their 
child attends. Do parental perceptions of what the center provides 
change that parent's behavior toward their child? Users of whole-day 
care report that they spend more high quality time with their child as 
a result of childcare. This isolated example suggests that a more 
careful examination of parental perceptions of childcare and parental 
behaviors could provide an important descriptor of childcare services.
In addition, increased public awareness, as a result of future research,
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might influence the present consumer evaluations of different childcare 
alternatives.
In conclusion it has been argued that childcare alternatives should 
be examined individually in terms of the services provided. In an exa­
mination of the effects of different childrearing experiences the 
classification of centers by generic label may be a misrepresentation 
of the activities and events within each center. Classification should 
be based in the identification of experiences that are specifically 
predicted to be related to outcome measures. For example, a study of 
sociability of pre-school children might want to classify centers on 
the frequency and nature of social interactions, and not as day care vs. 
nursery school. It was also argued that the mediating effects of 
parental goals and their relationship to the caregiver, and parental 
perceptions of the childcare and their relationship to parental beha­
viors with the child, should become an important component of future 
considerations of childcare.
Implications for Future Research
Research on childcare has fallen into two general classes. The 
first class is research on the impact of day care on social and intel­
lectual development (e.g., Cochran, 1977; Golden and Birns, 1976;
Ramey and Smith, 1976). The second class is composed of program evalu­
ation research (Golden et al., 1978; National Childcare Consumer Study, 
1975). While this project represents neither of these classes of 
research, these results offer something to both kinds of efforts.
This project was conceived as a study of the cognitive development 
of children in different childcare settings. As the literature search 
grew it became clear that no past research had considered specific
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aspects of the childcare environment or parental characteristics con­
current with collecting data on children. That is, children in differ­
ent settings are presumed to differ because of the setting. The vari­
ability between classes of childcare is assumed to be more important 
than the variability within classes of childcare. Thus, the present 
study was rearranged to examine the appropriateness of the use of these 
classes to define childcare alternatives. The argument to be made, 
based on these results, is that the within-class variability is 
probably as great as the between-class variability for those character­
istics which might affect child development. The few differences 
between classes have been discussed thoroughly, and the description of 
the range of services surveyed presented earlier; based on these results 
it would be reasonable to conclude that the characteristics of each 
childcare center should be a part of any project which compares classes 
of childcare.
Two kinds of description were offered here. The first, a catalog 
of services as reported by the caretakers, and the second a record of 
activities and social exchanges observed through videotape. Both of 
these approaches could be useful in future research. The present study 
examined specific services i.e., hours, open, ages of children accepted, 
however there are many not-so-obvious services available, for example, 
testing and evaluation, health care, eye and hearing examinations, 
field trips, lunch and/or breakfast, afterschool care, or swimming or 
gymnastics. Research that continues to delineate childcare services is 
essential to furthering our understanding of how childcare impacts the 
child and family.
The collection of data via videotape introduces a new approach to
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the.study of childcare environments. Most notable about this approach 
is the collection and analysis of data at an aggregate level- Direction 
for characterizing a childcare environment can be aided by this study.
The goal of the present study was to compare public versus private 
centers in terms of activities and social exchanges. However many other 
kinds of comparisons could be made. For example, an analysis of curri­
cula could be made in terms of the activities and interactions charac­
teristic of each. One could also compare different kinds of center organ­
ization (i.e. small vs. large groups) using the methods of data collec­
tion and analysis described in this study, and thus be able to describe 
differences in social exchanges resulting from different types of 
organization. The delineation of the specific experiences in different 
childcare settings would add explanatory power to any analysis that 
compared children in different settings.
Future researchers concerned with evaluations of childcare settings 
may want to replace the current notion of high-quality as a singular 
characteristic of a center, with the conception that pluralism describes 
or defines quality in childcare. Given that different parents may have 
different childrearing priorities, that different caretakers may be
better suited to provide different types of care, or that different
activities may result in different experiences, etc., it is certainly 
conceivable that a variety of childcare settings are suitable for, and 
supportive of, normal development. It must be emphasized again, that 
prior to judgment about quality, researchers need to be able to 
completely describe what is being judged.
The results of this survey of parental attitudes are quite
different in significant ways from the results of another survey of
parents (Steinberg and Green, 1978). Steinberg and Green report that 
the most frequently cited reason for the use of childcare was for the 
growth and satisfaction of the mother. The present study shows no evi­
dence that this was a priority to mothers (see Table 23). While 25.3% 
of the present sample uses childcare because both parents work or go 
to school, this would not reflect a desire for growth any more than it 
would reflect a need for two incomes. Steinberg and Green also report 
that parents generally have little or no knowledge about the childcare 
alternative they choose, and make their selection parimarily bn the 
basis of convenience. The day care parents in the present study were 
more concerned with convenience than were the nursery school parents, 
however there were virtually no differences in the ratings of other 
important characteristics of childcare (Table 46). All parents rated 
these characteristics as "moderately" to "very" important in their 
choice of a particular center or home. While we do not know how much 
information this sample of parents had before placing their child, 
we do know that they report being concerned about a variety of aspects 
of the care choice. The choice of a center based on convenience does 
not mean that concern for other aspects of care has been shortchanged. 
Probably the differences between the present study and the Steinberg 
and Green study emerged because of differences in methodology. The 
Steinberg and Green study used an open-ended interview to collect data. 
These differences point to a need for continued research on parental 
concerns and priorities, especially with regard to the attitudes and 
goals that might mediate the effects of the childcare choice. In par­
ticular consideration should be given to shared goals of caretaker and 
parent, as well as differences in priorities between caretaker and
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parent.
In summary, it is suggested that there are'three broad areas of 
concern for future research. One is an examination of how specific 
experiences relate to the development of specific social and intellec­
tual skills. The role of parents in mediating the effects of the 
childcare experiences is another area of concern for future research. 
Finally, the suggestion is made that researchers test the hypothesis 
that a multiplicity of environments may support normal development.
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Number of Years licensed
Do you have any other experience working with children?
How many children do you have with you today?
Age Sex own kids Family 1 Family 2
Average number of kids/day
Of -the children that are there today, flow many attend regularly
Do you accept children on a drop-in sasis?
On the average, how many children do you have drop-in/week?
Of the children at your house today, how many attend for the 
following reasons?
a. both parents work_____
b. single parent family
c. part-time "babysitter1
d. other , specify______________________________________






11. I'd like to mention some activities that might or mighy not
be typical £our house, and I'd like you to tell me if these 
activities occur frequently, infrequently or not at all.
frequently=nearly every day infrequently=several times a month 
not at all=never or virtually never
a . housework____________
b. visits from f r i e n d s ________
c. brief trips or e r r a n d s _____________
d. special trips for the kids
e. play with the kids ) _____
f. plan special activities for the kids, such as arts and crafts, 
or organized games_______ •
12. When parents drop-off or pick-up their children do you usually 
have time to take with them about the day, or do they usually 
leave riyht away?
13. Do you have any particular childrearing goals that are important 
to you in your work? Could you describe these for me?
14. Could you tell me how you go about planning your daily routine? 
ie. do you try to pla? every day out ahead of time, or do you 
wait to see what each day brings?
15. Could you describe some of your datisfactions and dissatidfactions 




16. I'd like to ask you if you could assist us in another part of our 
project. We are also interested in asking parents a few questions 
about their experiences with childcare, and we have prepared a 
short questionnaire that could be filled out by parents. The only 
way we have of getting in touch with parents who use a babysitter, 
or day care center is through the people who run such services, 
therefore it would be a great serisre to us if you could ask the 
parents you serve to fill out fhis questionnaire for us. I can send 
you enough copies, and self-addressed dtamped envelp=opes so they 
cam return to questionnaires directly to us.
address?
_— .-number of parents
mil
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Thank-you for your interest in our research on childcare.
We appreciate the time you took to answer our questions about 
your experiences with family day care. As we discussed on the 
phone, we have enclosed some questionnaires for the parents of the 
children you take care of. There is a letter attached to each 
questionnaire, so the parents will understand our objectives in this 
study. We have also enclosed postage-paid envelopes, so each parent 
can complete the questionnaire and return it directly to us. Again, 
we would like to thank you for your helpfulness, if you have any 
questions please call us at 862-2360.
Sincerely,
Carolyn J. Mebert, Ph.D. Anne L. Law, MA 
(assistant professor) (graduate student)
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Ages of Children in Family Day Care Homes
Number of Children
Home 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 1 2 3 4 6
2 1.67 2 3 3 5
3 1.75 5 5 6 9
7 8 9 104 .25 1.67 2 3 4
5 .42 .75 1.0 3 3 4 6 7 8
6 3 3 10 children came after school
7 1.17 3 4 5 5
8 2 2 3 4
9 .92 1.08 1.83 2 , 3
10 .83 1.42 1.67 1.67 6
11 2 3 3 3 4 4 5 5
12 2 4 10 'children between 2 and 4
13 . .83 .92 2 2 2 3
14 .25 3 4.
15 1.08 4
16 4
17 .58 1.67 1.75
18 1 2 2 2 3 4 5 5
19
20 3 4 5 5 5 5
21 8 10
22 2 3 5
23 2 4 5 5
24 2
25 1.67 2 3
26 .42 1.67 6-
27 .92 2 3 4 5 5
28 2 6
29 .5 2 4 4 4
30 1 2
31 — l 2 4 - 5, ■

































Summary of Daily Routine in Family Day Care Homes
Breakfast/bath/toys/TV/cutside
Breakf ast/toys/TV/outside/sna.ck/lunch/nap/outside swim 
Play/breakfast/TV/nap/outside/lunch/outside or play 
Breakfast/TV/toilet training/naps and feed babies/outside/ 
lunch/outside or play 
Breakfast/outside/lunch/nap/outside
Afterschool care talk/lunch/reading/nap/outisde or crafts/TV 
Breakfast/TV/play activity/snack/outside play/lunch/nap/TV/ 
snack/outside or play 
Play/nap/lunch/play 
PIay/nap/piay/nap
Play/games or library/snack/lunch/snack/nap 









































Summary of Childrearing Goals of Family Day Care Workers




to become responsible 
happy homelife
sharing/unselfish/get along/no bad language 
respect the rights of others 




kids know they are loved/secure 
loved/individuals/share
self-help skills/independent prepare for kindergarten
taken care of/safe
stand in corner/separate










Summary of Satisfactions in Family Day Care Homes
1 Very rewarding
2 Like kids/close ties/many rewards
3 Enjoy it/can stay at home
4 Very satisfied/plan to continue
5 Enjoy it/plan to continue
6 Love it/watch development of kids
7 Enjoy kids/watch development
8 Playmates for kids
9 Tremendous/enjoy kids
10 Kids that enjoy her and are happy
11 Relationship with kids/good for her daughter
12 Good feeling/love that kids show
13 Like staying home/enjoys kids
14 Working with kids/never dull
15 Knowing child loves you
16 Love kids/lasting relationship
17 Everything
18 Hung home/doing housework/loves kids
19 Seeing development/knows kids love her
20 Very satisfying
21 Children of one sex are easier
22 Not satisfied
23 Good people
24 See child happy
25 Stay home/seeing child grow up





31 Knowing kids love her/gifts from






6 Not enough money
7 No community support
8 “Play is not great/problem parents
9 Every day isn’t perfect eg, fussy kids
10 Parents attitudes
11 Undisciplined children





17 Drop-ins are difficult
18 None
19 Not enough freedom
20 Preferred working in center/hard to get payments
21 Money/fighting or destruction
22 Wear and tear on house/money/taken advantage of
23 Parents who aren;t interested or enthusiastic
24 None










UNIVERSITY OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 
DURHAM, NEW HAMPSHIRE 03824
Department of Psychology 
Conant Hall
Dear Director:
Through the Psychology Department at the University 
of New Hampshire we are conducting a project on different 
kinds of childcare. As a director of a group childcare 
facility you are providing a unique childcare service, 
and we are very interested in exploring some aspects of 
this type of childcare. This letter will describe our 
research and how you can participate in it.
A preliminary part of our research involves gathering 
some descriptive information about local childcare centers. 
This will help us identify some of the important character­
istics of the centers in southern New Hampshire. We have 
enclosed a short questionnaire and a stamped, addressed 
envelope. We would appreciate it if you would take a few 
minutes to fill out the questionnaire and return it to 
us. Your answers will be kept strictly anonymous.
We are primarily interested in observing children 
as they play. We are especially interested in children 
around the age of three, who have been in daycare for at 
least three months. Our observations will be recorded 
using portable videotape equipment. We feel that this 
procedure will be the least disturbing to your daily 
routine. We would need to spend several mornings at your 
school either quietly observing or filming. The schedule 
for this would be set up at your convenience. We would 
like to emphasize to you that this project is not an 
evaluation of any one center, or type of childcare.
Rather we are attempting to provide a description of what 
various childcare alternatives might offer to a child and 
his/her family.
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A second part of the study will be carried out with 
each child individually. We will meet with the children 
to ask them some questions about common objects they are 
familiar with. This is designed to get a more complete 
picture of what children are like at this age. For both 
components of this study we will need parental permission. 
We have enclosed a parental permission form that would 
be sent to the parents of the children you care for.
Altogether we will need to spend several mornings 
or afternoons at your school. We will make every effort 
not to interfere with your daily routine. Should you 
agree to participate and then change your mind you will 
be free to withdraw at any time. We hope that this 
research will help improve our understanding of childcare 
and its influence on a child's development. We will 
contact you by phone in the near future, in the meantime 
if you have any questions please feel free to call us at 
862-2360. We appreciate your cooperation in filling out 
the enclosed questionnaire, and thank-you for your 
consideration of this request.
Sincerely yours,
Carolyn J. Mebert, Ph.D. Anne L. Law
Assistant Professor Graduate Student
A L L : m l a
Enclosures
inh
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Recently we wrote you concerning our research on child 
care in New Hampshire. We are very excited about this project.
It promises to help us identify some of the important characteristics 
of different types of child care, including the differences between 
day care, nursery school, preschool, and home care.
As part of this project we are asking a sample of "caretakers" 
to answer some questions about their experiences. This includes 
parents, directors of private nursery schools and kindergartens, 
and directors of public day care centers. These questionnaires 
will provide the foundation for this project, and thus are an 
integral part of our work. We will supplement this information 
with observations at selected centers.
Along with our last letter we sent you a copy of a questionnaire. 
If you decide to answer these questions you are not committed in 
any way to participate further in this research. We understand 
that your job is a demanding and hectic one, we have enclosed 
another copy of the questionnaire, and we would be very grateful 
if you could find the time to fill it out. Again, feel free to 
contact us at 862-2360, if you have any questions.
Sincerely,
Carolyn J. Mebert, Ph.D. 
(assistant professor)





After this questionnaire is returned to us, this cover 
sheet will be removed and the questionnaire will be assigned 
a code number. Therefore your answers will be completely 
anonymous. No particular center will be described by our data, 
instead we will report averages, such as the average number of 
children in a group day care.
Please answer all questions as directed on the questionnaire,- 
if there are any questions which you either cannot or prefer not 
to answer leave the question blank.
Thank-you for taking the time to fill out this questionnaire-
1. How long has your center been in operation?
2. How long have you been licensed to receive Title XX funds?
3. How many children are presently enrolled?
4. How many girls are presently enrolled?
5. How many children do you have in each of the following age groups? 
 a. 0-2;  b. 2-3;  c. 3-4;  d. 4-5;  e. 5-6
6. Do you ever accept children on a drop-in basis?
7. If so, could you estimate the average number per week, who 
attend on a drop-in basis?
8. Out of the total number of children currently enrolled, could
you estimate the number who attend for the following reasons?
(This is your estimate of the primary reason for attendance.)
 a. both parents work
 b. single-parent family
 c. as an enrichment experience for the child (e.g., for
exposure to peers, or special learning opportunities)
d . other, specify __________________________________________
9. How many days per week are you open?
10. How many hours per day are you open?
11. How many full-time staff members are employed?
 11a. How many full-time male staff members are employed?
12._ How many part-time staff members are employed?-
12a. How many part-time male staff members are employed?
13. How many full-time staff members were hired this year?
 13a. How many full-time staff members were hired last year?
14. How many part-time staff members were hired this year?
 14a. How many part-time staff members were hired last year?
15« Could you estimate the length of employment for full-time
staff members?
16. Could you estimate the length of employment for part-time 
staff members?
17. Do parents serve as volunteers?
18. If so, how many hours per week do volunteer parents serve?
(for all parents combined)
19. How many staff members (full and part-time) have any special 
training in childcare? (e.g., courses or experience)
20. Please list the types of training _______________________________
21. Does your center have any particular childrearing philosophy?
149
Childrearing Philosophy of Group Child Care Directors
Center
208* social/emotional needs/discourage violence and sexism
201* loving, kind but firm
202* quality care/individual skill development/group
participation
203 positive self-image/self-control/set limits/independent/
nonsexist
204* love/praise/contact with child
205 love/confidence/feeling of success
206 provide encouragement and choices
207
209 consistent direction and discipline/express their feelings/
rewards/respect for others 
210* each child is individual/learn responsibilities/group
cooperation
211*
212*' hands-on education/exposure to experiences/strict disci-
pline/self-guidance
213 self-confidence/respect for others/group cooperation/ 
independent/enjoy learning/good communication
214 unreserved love/discipline with love/teaching according 
to Bible






120 respect others/kindness and understanding/obey rules
119
118
117* development of total child/individualized program
116 promote total growth
115 loving home environment/informal
114
113 warmth and encouragement/set limits/learn by doing/
self-sufficiency
112 Christian program/allow children to explore and experience
111 comfortable secure environment/develop at own pace/positive
reinforcement/structure and discipline 
110 warm, loving environment/"fun,tlearning/children feel
accepted and secure
-109
108 needs of the whole child







104* change kids from "what can I get away with" to "how much
can I accomplish"
103* nurture growth with positive experiences





Educational Philosophy of Group Child Care Directors 
208* No
201* basics/prepare for school
202*
203 active, draw from many sources
204* active learning/one-on-one/progress at own rate
205 learn and play with peers/development of whole child
206 variety of experiences/stimulating program/ each child’s 
potential
207
209 pre-kindergarten/do not follow living-learning philosophy/
atmosphere for social learning, participation,
210* varied experiences/whole child growth
211* growth of whole child/individual needs/variety of experiences
.'212* child is a little person should be treated that way
213
214 . each child is special/encourage individual growth




218 focus on position reinforcement
122 development of whole child
121 enrichment for awareness of world
120 prepare for school
119 development of individual child- philosophy
118 inductive learning/encourage curiosity, participation
117* varied experiences/develop total child/acquire new skills
116 Christian school/total child
115 self-help skills/varied activities
114 development of whole child
113 learn by experience and play
112* well-balanced program/learning experiences
111 development of individual child/prepare for school
110 child learns at own rate
109
108 best available material/loving, disciplined, happy atmosphere
107 whole child/variety of experiences/small group work
106* structured program
105 uses age and ability to group kids/mainstream 2 special
needs kids 
104* back to basics
103* individual needs/develop whole child




Daily Routine in Group Child Care Centers
Center
208* free play/breakfast/group/lunch/story or singing/nap/group/
snack
201* free play/breakfast/free play/snack/prograra/outdoor/lunch/
nap/free play/group 
202* free play/bottles/activities/nap/snack/story/free play
203 play/circle-activities/lesson/snack and rest/arts and crafts/
story/individual time/free play 
20/+* free play/reading and organized activities/project/wash and
snack/project/circle/play




207 free play/exercises/music, books/rest/snack/projects/play
209 free play/circle/movement/snack/play/arts,science/lunch/
free play/private time/quiet/free play/small group 
210* . free play/program/snack/circle/serendipity/free play/lunch/ 
quiet/activities/snack/activities 
211* free play/movement/activity/snack/story/free play/lunch/
story/nap/snack/story/activity/free play 
212* free play/exercises/movement/work/snack/rest and story/
outside/work/circle 
213 free play/group activities/music/snack/rest/project/games






218 exercises/group lesson/reading or math/free play/snack/
group, art, etc.




120 free play/exercises/work-numbers or letters/snack/story/
arts or crafts
119 circle/free play/music/snack/bathroom/outside/story or film
118 outdoor/circle/music/learning activities/snack/rest/motor
activity/story/group lesson 
117* circle/small groups/teaching/individual time (free play)/
story/outisde
116 free play/group social studies/snack/rest/skills/language
arts/outside



















free play/circle/group activities/movement or music/free 
play/snack/outdoors
free play/exercises/snack/stories or games/arts/outside 
free play/music exercises/free play and self-help skills/ 
learning/bathroom/snack/interest area/learning/craft bible/ 






free play/exercises/group/lesson/snack/craft/preoare to leave 
free play/teaching/snack/organized games/handcraft/math or 
reading
group time/learning/free play/bathroom/snack/story/games/ 
arts or music/outside
creative play/lesson/group/snack/lesson/story/free play 
free play/exercises/free play/lesson/snack/story-language 
arts/music, art/group
breakfast/free play/pick-up/snack/school work/free play/ 
lunch/group/TV/nap/snack/free play







Satisfactions of Group Child Care Directors
Centers
*208 cooperative staff/competent staff/parent's respect good
reputation/overall good outweighs bad 
*201 watching children grow
*202
203 getting to know each child/working, sharing with parents
*204 watching children learn/their eagerness to learn
205 love every aspect/each day is new
206 seeing childrenlearn/children return years later/good staff
207 helping shy child overcome shyness
209 committed families/giving a child a positive start/watching
child learn/rewards of children 
*210 watching children grow/providing secure second home
*211 watching children learn
*212 watch child grow and learn
213- watch child grow andlearn/planning a program that keeps
them happy
214




218 planning special programs for parents
122
121 working with children
120 eagerness of children to learn/helping shy child/seeing
children years later 
119 watching child grow/being a catalyst for those who need help/
most rewarding
118 when children are involved and engrossed in activities
*117 working with individual children/good staff/seeing change
over time/challenges providing new experiences
116
115 Opportunity to be with own children and provide companship for
own children/growth seeing 
114 children learning to get along/creativity and spontaneity
113 watching child grow
*112 children learn to accept one another/happy children also
enjoy center
111
110 watching shy child open up/seeing children's accomplishments 
109 growth of each child
'.108 watching shy child/helping child master problem/help with 
new accomplishments 
107 helping child to grow
*106 watching them grown/love this age group
105 watching them learn and grow/seeing them solve problems




*103 providing "home away from home"/providing needed social and 
developmental experiences 
*102 providing affordable, excellent chilcare
*101 headstart is terrific
♦Publicly-funded centers
156
Dissatisfactions of Group Child Care Directors
Center
*208 family problems not being able to help/poor pay/no
community or federal support 
201* struggle for money
202* erratic attendence





210* not being able to convince parents that"paper and pencil" 
work is the only learning 
211* routine work that must be done
212* to be unable to protect child from harm
213 erratic attendence/parents who don't value child/parents who 
don't do their part





218 lack of support from parents/lack of interest by parents
122
121 economics (planning to close)/no long a cummunity service
120
119
118 being interrupted by impatient child
117* financial battle to break even
116
115 not profitable/not well-respected
114
113 planning and extra work
112* not being able to help child or parent
111
110 parent's pushing child
109
108 knowing child has to go on to public school 
107 
" 106*
105 arguing and fighting
104* parent's who don't cooperate





Correlation Matrix of Structural Variables Assessed on 
The Group Child Care Questionnaire





706 .17 723* .34** .27**
.27** 709 .42**765** 77k** 759**
702 .55** 723* .36** .56** .53** 757**
714 705 718 .31** .41** .51** 759**.75**
721 .14 701 707 .01 727** .12 7 1 4 . 736**
719 .42** 734**.64** .77** .61** 773**.62** .44** 7I6
.60** .04 .15 727** 719 713 .24* 704 703 721* 729**
.01 .08 104 7IO 7I6 .24* .00 .21* .24* .07 .05 703
.07 .33** .03 .24* .07 .35** 721* .38** .14 .09 .33** .20* .34**
*P = .05
**p = .01
aIndex computed as the length of employment for staff members divided by the number of staff 
member
Index computed by counting as 1 the presence of full-time director, board of directors, head 
teacher, and teacher plans; then summing their scores (ie. index = 0-4)
c0 = no groups; 1 = either age or ability; 2 = both age and ability groups
►— *
In
(1) # years open
(2) # children
(3) Mean age of child
(4) S.D. of ages
(5) Both parents work(%)
(6) Single-parent fam(%)
(7) Enrichment (%)
(8) Number of staff
(9) Staff child ratio
(10) Staff training (%)







UNIVERSITY OF NEW HAMPSHIRE_________•________________________________________________
DURHAM, NEW HAMPSHIRE 03824
Department of Psychology
Conant Ha" Informed Consent
Dear Parent,
The -that your child attends has agreed
to cooperate with us in a research project we are conducting. This 
project is concerned with different types of childcare, such as 
nursery schools, day care centers and family day care homes. Each 
of these offers something different to both parents and children.
As part of our project we are interested in parents' experiences and 
attitudes about childcare. Therefore we are asking a number of parents 
whose children attend different nursery schools and day care centers or 
who go to a family day care home to fill out the attached questionnaire.
The questionnaire contains questions about your past experiences 
with different kinds of childcare, and your attitudes and opinions 
regarding childcare. This information is extremely important to our 
project and we would greatly appreciate your help. Your responses 
to the questionnaire will be strictly anonymous, and you can refuse 
to answer any question.
We would be glad to discuss this project with you. We can be 
reached at the Psychology Department, at the University of New Hampshire, 
the phone number is 862-2360. This study promises to tell us more 
about parents' needs and preferences for different kinds of childcare 
options. This could be important in formulating new ideas about 






I have read and understand the nature and purpose of the research 
described above. I am aware that I can ask and have answered any questions- 
I have regarding this research. I am also aware that I will not be 
referred to by name, but by a code number.
_______I agree to participate
signature
(jbyvru,
Anne L. Law, MA. 
Graduate Student
Please return this signed form with your questionnaire
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.r.ti.i. LcU-s-Name— ______________________Birth. -Date
Name of school, day care or family day care person
Parent's Address
We would prefer that the parent who has the primary 
responsibility for this child fill out this questionnaire.
Usually this is the mother, please indicate whether you are
the child's mother___________ father___________ or guardian_________.
After this questionnaire is returned to us this cover sheet
will be removed and the questionnaire will be assigned a code 
number. Therefore your answers will be completely anonymous.
No particular family will be described by our data, instead we 
will report averages, such as the average number of hours per week 
that children spend in day care or nursery school.
Please answer all questions as directed on the questionnaire. 
If there are any questions that you cannot or prefer not to answer 
please leave that space blank. You should feel free not to answer 
any question.
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^JLr^~Your__Age  2. Spouse's Age____





5. other (specify)_______ _______
5.
















Your Occupation (the job you do, 
not where you work)
Spouse's Occupation
Education (please circle one 
number for yourself and one 












5 attended vocational 5
school
S completed vocational 6
school
7 attended school past 7
college








How many hours per day does your 
child spend at the nursery 
school, day care, or family day 
care home where you received this 
questionnaire?_________
How many days per week?_________
Does your child spend any other 
time, on a regular basis, in any 
other type of care? (for example, 
with a babysitter after nursery 
school.) circle one number
1. Yes
2. No
"yes" to #11If you answered 
What type of care is this? 
circle one number
1. babysitter at home





If you answered "yes" to #11 —  
How many hours per day does your 
child spend in this type of care?
If you answered "yes" to #11 —  
How many days per week?_________
At what age was your child first 
taken care of, on a regular basis, 
by someone other than yoursel*'.?
How long did this first arrange­
ment last? _________ _
How many different childcare 
arrangements have you had?______
Please circle all the types of 
childcare that you have used.
1.. .babysitter inside your home
2. babysitter outside your home 
relative as a babysitter 
family day care 














19. If you have used more than one type of care would you explain why
you changed from one to another? (Please circle any of the following 
which apply to you, and add any reasons that are not listed.)
1. inconvenient location
2. inconvenient hours
3. dissatisfied with adult.(s) responsible for your child
4. too expensive
5. child unhappy
6. not enough education for your child
7. center closed or moved away/babysitter no longer in business
3. other, specify
20. Do you ever volunteer your services or time to the center, school, 
or home your child attends? (Please circle one number)
1. Yes
2. No
21. If you answered "yes" to number 20, could you estimate how frequently 
you volunteer? (please circle one number)
1. once a week or more
2. two or more times per month
3. once a month
4. 4 - 5  times per year
5. less than 4 times per year
22. What is your primary reason for having your child attend this school, 
day care or babysitter? (Please circle one)
1. both parents work/attend 5. for the social benefits of being
school with other children
2. single parent family 6. for the educational benefits
3. need time away from child 7. to prepare for kindergarten or
4. child, .needs time away from first grade
family 8. other, specify
23. Using the following rating scale, circle the number that indicates 
how satisfied or dissatisfied you are with your present arrangement, 
either the nursery school or day care your child attends or the 
babysitter you use.
+5 +4 +3 +2 +1_______0 -1.. -2.______ 23_______-4 -5






24. Following is a list of some of the important aspects of a day care, 
nursery school, or babysitter. Using the rating scale below, rate 
each item according to how important it is to you. (circle one 
number for each item)
7 - among the most important 
6 - extremely important 
5 - very important 
4 - moderately important 
3 - mildly important 
2 - slightly important 












the number of children each 
adult is responsible for
a particular adult caretaker
the number of other children
the ages of the other children
particular friends your child 
has at the same center
the educational program
the opportunity for your child 
to learn how to get along with 
other children
an atmosphere that is homelike
a convenient location
convenient opening and closing 
times
the opportunity for you to 
learn more about being a parent
the opportunity for you to 

























































25. Parents and children do many things together. We would like to get an 
idea of the typical activities of parents and their pre-school age 
children. How frequently do you and your ehild do the following things
together. 7 - every day 3 - 2 - 3  times a month
6 - almost every day 2 - once a month
5 - 3-4 times a week 1 - less than
4 - 1-2 times a week a month
a. read stories or look at books 7 6 5 4 3 2
b. watch TV 7 6 5 4 3 2
c. play games 7 6 5 4 3 2
d. go on errands 7 6 5 4 3 2
e. go visit friends or relatives 7 6 5 4 3 2
f. have friends or relatives over 7 6 5 4 3 2
g- have dinner 7 6 5 4 3 2
n. sit and talk with no distractions? 6 5 4 3 2
i. play with brothers/sisters 7 6 5 4 3 2
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26. Sending your child to nursery school, day care, or a babysitter can 
sometimes change your relationship with your child, or change your 
feelings about being a parent. Following is 
things- that you might feel have changed as a 
(Circle one number for each item)
a list of some of the 
result of your experiences,
How much have each of the following 
changed as a result of your 
experiences with nursery, day care 
or a babysitter?
a. my knowledge about being a 
parent
b. my understanding of my child
c. how easy my child is to get 
along with
d. the amount of time I spend 
with my child
e. the amount of high-quality 
time I spend with my child
f. how easily my child adjusts 
to new situations
g. how easily my child gets 
along with other children
h. the number of parents with 
children the same age as mine 
that I am friends with
i. the amount of patience I 
have with my child
j. the amount that I discipline 
my child
k. my child's dependence upon me
1. the amount my child knows
about the world around him/her
7 - very much more
6 - much more
5 - somewhat more
4 - neither more nor less
3 - somewhat less
2 - much less






















Following a r e  some things that might be important to a parent of a 
pre-school age child. Some of these might be important to you and 
some might not be important to you. Using the rating scale, how 
important are the following things to you in the upbringing of your 
preschooler?
I want my child to:
7 - among the most important 
6 - extremely important 
5 - very important 
4 - moderately important 
3 - mildly important 
2 - slightly important
1 - not at all important
a. learn to spend time alone 7 6 5 4 3 2
b. -learn to respect adults 7 6 5 4 3 2
c. do well in school 7 6 5 4 3 2
d. become independent 7 6 5 4 3 2
e. to be well-behaved 7 6 5 4 3 2
f. to be wall-liked be other, 
children
7 6 5 4 3 2
g* be self-confident 7 6 5 4 3 2
h. learn to share 7 6 5 4 3 2
i. be creative and imaginative 7 6 5 4 a 2
j- ,learn to stand up for his/her 7 6 5 4 3 2
' rights
Briefly describe some-of your satisfactions and dissatisfactions 




Thank—you. very. much for taking the time to fill out_this
APPENDIX D
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Operational Definitions of Observational Categories
Interactions
Request - Any bid for assistance, attention, or materials, 
ex. "Could I have that doll?"
"Come watch me draw"
Question - Any statement with a question word, ie, how, when, where,
etc. From child to adult usually a request for information, 
ex. "What's that?"
From child to child usually part of a game, or for information, 
ex. "Do you want to play?"
"What's your name?"
Answer - Any response to a question that is clearly related to that 
question. Not counted would be irrelevant comment that is 
clearly unrelated to the content of the question, 
ex. (of irrelevant comment)
Adult: "What color is this?"
Child: "I have a kitten"
ex. (Of answer, though incorrect)
Adult: "What color are apples?"
Child: "We have apples at home."
Reprimand - Any negative comment, especially one that occurs concurrent
with negative behavior, that seems intended to change or
suppress behavior. Not counted are comments that praise 
positive behavior, but are intended to suppress an 
inappropriate behavior.
ex. "We don't do that here" (Counted as reprimand)
"See how Jimmy remembered to wait" (not counted)
Direct - Any specific order
ex. "Let's clean up" (adult to child)
"You play there" (child to child)
Praise - Positive, verbal, comment
ex. "very good"; "good job"
Talk - Nonspecific verbal comment
ex. "My kitten scratched me"
"I see you played with the blocks today"
Look - Gaze directed at another person. Usually signified attention 
drawn to that person.
Approach - Physical movement toward another person, or group, 
usually accompanied by looking at that person. Not 
counted would be a pass by a person or group where the 
actor's destination is not toward that person or group, 
ex. Child moves toward a group playing adult bends down 
to hear a conversation.
Laugh - audible laugh, giggle, etc.
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Positive physical contact - ex. hugs, sitting on lap, tugging on arm
Negative physical contact - ex. pushing, hitting
Show - Bringing an object or event to the attention of another, 
ex. "See my picture"
Assist - Any help or demonstration to teach another, or to do some­
thing for another.
ex. Adult puts paint smock on child.
Child hands crayon to another child.
Adult demonstrates scissors to group of children.
Imitate - Any obvious copy of previous behavior or verbalization.
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Activities
Plav-interactive - Play with more than one child involved, 
ex. Make-believe, block building
Plav-solitarv - Child alone, usually requires the presence of toys 
or "props" to be identified as play vs. staring or 
wandering.
Play-adult-interaction - Play with adult and more than one child. 
Group directed activity such as games or music.
Plav-adult-solitary - same as above with single child.
Arts/Crafts - drawing, painting, coloring, cut and paste.
Clean-up - Assistance offered or required in putting away toys or 
materials.
Snack - Either preparation of, or eating snack .
Teaching - Any organized adult-directed activity designed to communi­
cate information or instructions, 
ex. Teacher demonstrates use of telephone.
Wandering/s taring - Obviously aimless activity, non-interactive. 
ex. Child hangs on chair.
TV - Counted only if TV is on, and children are watching.
Transition - Change from one activity to another.




Data Sheets for Observations
1. Morning Schedules
Time activity
2. number of rooms available tc kids:_________
3« n umorx".c.c leads
4. number of adults_____
Film Episodes: Episode # _______
a. times b. location;
c. brief description before filming;
d. number of kids: e. number of adults:
f. activities:
g. brief description after filming:





a. time: b. location:
c. brief description before filming:
d. number of kids: e. number of adults:
f. activities:
g- brief description afterfilming:
h. # kids: i. # adults:
Fiim Episode #
a. time: b. location:
c. brief description before filming:
a. number of kids: e. number of adults:
•L « activities:
g« brief description after filming:
h. # kids: i. # adults:
Film Episode #
a„ time: b. location:
c. brief description before filming: •
d. number of kids: e. number of adults:
f. activities:
g* brief description after filming:
h. # kids: i. # :
